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Presentation 


In 1972, Pier Paolo Pasolini collected his critical and polemical 
interventions around three fundamental thematic nuclei: language, literature 
and cinema. It is therefore the workshop in which Pasolini reflects on his 
artistic activity and at the same time refines his expressive tools as a poet, 
novelist and film director. Written between the end of the Sixties and the 
beginning of the following decade, these articles and essays are the fruit of 
Pasolini's aesthetic, social and political commitment - in the highest and 
broadest sense of the term - and highlight his role in a period full of 
novelties, ferments and contrasts. And, with its often provocative positions, 
Heretic Empiricism (here accompanied by a preface by Guido Fink) 
becomes the testimony of a passionate, generous and impervious search for 
the truth. 


Pasolini was born in Bologna on 5 March 1922. Throughout his childhood 
and adolescence he followed his father, an infantry officer, on his travels, 
continually moving from one city to another in Northern Italy. In 1942, due 
to the war, he took refuge in his mother's town, Casarsa in Friuli. 

From a young age, he began writing poetry, alternating texts in Italian 
and Friulian. In 1942 his first book Poesie a Casarsa was published. 
Throughout his life his poetic activity will be a constant and will lead to the 
publication of some of the most important texts of Italian literature of the 
twentieth century. We cite, by way of example, The best youth (1954), Le 
ceneri di Gramsci (1957), The religion of my time (1961), Poetry in the 
form of a rose (1964), Trasumanar e organizer (1971). 

In 1950 Pasolini was forced to leave Friuli and moved to Rome. Life in 
the capital is initially difficult, but Pasolini fits fully into the group of 
intellectuals who animate the capital. In 1955 he made his debut in fiction 
with Ragazzi di vita, he would later write other novels, such as A violent 
life (1959) and Petrolio (posthumously, 1992). 


At the same time, he entered the cinematographic world as a collaborator 
of Fellini and Bolognini. In 1960-61 he moved on to directing with the 
feature film Accattone. His film production is remarkable: almost one film 
a year. We remember Mamma Roma (1962), La ricotta (1963), The Gospel 
according to Matthew (1964), Birds and birds (1966), Teorema (1968), 
Medea (1969), The Decameron (1971), The Canterbury Tales (1972 ), The 
Flower of the Arabian Nights (1974) and Salo or the 120 Days of Sodom 
(1975). 

In 1973 he began collaborating with the «Corriere della Sera». In a series 
of articles - subsequently published in the volumes Scritti corsari (1975) 
and Lettere luterane (posthumously, 1976) - the writer addresses the 
burning issues of contemporary Italy. 

On the night between 1 and 2 November 1975, Pier Paolo Pasolini was 
murdered at the Idroscalo in Ostia, near Rome. 
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Preface 


Words against the word 
by Guido Fink 


It would be difficult to say, almost twenty years after the publication of 
this book - which among other things is a passionate and enthralling 
compendium of all the tensions and battles of the Sixties - whether and to 
what extent Pasolini realized have faced an impossible task in these pages. 
Heroic in its own way and suicidal, the plan of the work denounces the non- 
random or isolated genesis of the individual essays, divides them into three 
distinct blocks, language, literature, cinema, allows for intertwining 
equivalences and references, leaves a glimpse of a sort of providential plan 
or happy ending so the many horrors of our daily or curial speaking and 
writing can and must be redeemed by slipping into a silent visuality, a 
cinema which - as Siciliano wrote - will be worth "drip" and "renewal of the 
blood circle". But how many words were necessary to theorize this silence, 
to silence its adversaries, to prepare for its advent? 


Partly referring to the provisional assessment of Passion and Ideology, 
Pasolini starts from the observation of the non-existence of a national 
language. Even when we know we have something important and vital to 
express, there are no grammars or handbooks capable of providing us with 
the tools: here, for example, is Gramsci, with his moving bad Italian learned 
from the teachers of the private high school of Santu Lussurgiu, later 
ennobled and actually made even more clumsy by Piedmontese emigration 
and by the influences of a certain emphatic and humanitarian socialism. 
Contemporary writers, those who live and write in the Rome of the fifties 
and sixties and some of whom have welcomed Pasolini as one of their own, 
get by as best they can: with the nostalgia of the now faded and sweet 
honest words of the bourgeois fathers (Bassani , Bertolucci), or by 
pretending that Italian exists and accepting it as a mystical body (Morante), 
or by assuming a sort of ironic detachment (Calvino), or by transforming 
the worn and unusable jargon of the tribe into a sort of neutral European 
language ( Moravia): then there is Gadda who keeps an open and sly eye on 
the high register of feluccas and refined mannerists, and at the same time 
makes amused forays into the magma of dialects and subculture, tracing a 
restless serpentine line between the abscissas and the ordinates of this 


detailed scheme. On the horizon, meanwhile, looms the language of a future 
that has already begun: it is the one desired by the technocrats, by the neo- 
capitalists, by the threatening "industrial triangle" (yes, these were also the 
years of the so-called boom): the nefarious forces that would have 
succeeded in cultural unification of the country, where the EJAR and the 
schools of the Kingdom had failed. The final outcome is predictable: the 
horrendous language of the "country where exact sounds" will see the 
victorious substitution of science for the deceased Latin of the humanists, 
the definitive elimination of the bourgeois writer and of beautiful souls: and 
on top of all this Pasolini, in his dual refusal, he is certainly not willing to 
be moved. He is ready, however, to enter enemy territory: to compete with 
those new analytical techniques and new disciplines that had until then been 
virtually ignored by the idealist culture and by that official left which, in 
hindsight, was only a falsely alternative derivative of it: structuralism , 
semiotics, anthropology. Without embracing them uncritically, but also 
without exorcising them: in these pages you can actually feel the humility 
of those who venture into unknown landscapes and the pride of those who 
plant their flags there. And then the enemy of too dryly technical language 
will not hesitate to coin monstrous portmanteau words: le remi, il cinémi, 1 
ritmemi... 


Luckily there are also other words, the auroral and uncontaminated ones, 
which Pasolini fishes out from near or distant memories. The word rosada, 
for example, caught by chance from the lips of the "boy from the neighbors 
across the street", a word "never written before", which the nineteen-year- 
old Pasolini and "beatnik of the forties" translates into a graphic sign and 
then erases, and to distance of time will remember. That other non-existent 
word, Teta Veleta, invented by Pasolini as a child to indicate everything 
seductive and forbidden that is identified with the Mother and with sex. Or 
the inarticulate cry and the sort of tribal dance of Ninetto discovering the 
snow in Pescasseroli. Or the "speaking body", the eyes, the gestures of 
Joaquim, the boy from the favelas seen on Barra beach under Corcovado, 
and promoted as a living emblem of a sort of language of action. 


These are the words that do not disturb, that escape the abscissae and the 
ordinate, which in their absolute orality - violated here, okay, but for 
demonstrative and didactic needs - refer on the one hand to the languages of 


primitive peoples and on the other to cinema : a cinema that Pasolini 
removes without hesitation from its laboriously positivist and artisanal 
genesis, linked to an era of inventions and patents and magnificent fortunes, 
and returns to a sort of miraculous immediacy. Neither cinema nor primitive 
languages will ever tell us "tree" dryly and generically: however, they will 
tell us apple tree, elderberry... And among the apocalyptic hypotheses of a 
book which in its time a critic had to define as marked by a "sweetly 
catastrophic feeling", the least disturbing are those of an «atomic bomb that 
makes us all mute and incapable of writing, and therefore forces us to 
express ourselves, say, through the cinema to draw up a notarial deed and 
ask the bartender for tea»; or it forces us to limit ourselves to the mime 
gesture, and makes us "all deaf-mute Neapolitans". 


Even Roland Barthes — whom Pasolini must have met in Pesaro in those 
years and remembered several times in these pages — imagined a world 
without language; where back sex between a man and a woman, or a 
mixture of water and wheat paste, cannot be stigmatized as sodomy, 
adultery, incest, sacrilegious use of the consecrated host; and they escape 
these accusations because these words do not exist. But Barthes' non-verbal 
utopia — obviously inspired by that Sade to whom Pasolini would later pay 
homage — is truly a neoclassical tableau that communicates nothing to us, 
which really manages not to translate into any other language other than the 
subject of which it is possibly composed of: while Pasolini's deaf-mute 
Neapolitans - and Joaquim, or the boy who says rosada or Ninetto on the 
snow - are all characters or supporting actors in a sort of novel whose 
obsessive theme is precisely that of expressing and expressing oneself , by 
any means except the condemned one of the Word. They are part of that 
vast repertoire or reservoir that is the world and which Pasolini, with 
another of his unpleasant neologisms, calls the Significando: precisely 
because it must be perceived and spread in some way. 


In fact, Pasolini talks about these and other voices or presences with 
others, experts, colleagues, specialists whom he admires but with whom he 
sometimes disagrees, such as Eco or Christian Metz. Then there are the 
authors he discusses and examines such as Goldmann, Levi-Strauss, 
Hercezeg of that text which for him will be fundamental on free indirect; 
those with whom he argues (Segre, Calvino, Arbasino), those with whom he 


gets angry (Emanuelli, Barbato): there is no shortage, beyond this series of 
dialogues with "absent attachments", where we are asked to guess the 
replies as when we witness a telephone conversation, interlocutors less 
physically identifiable but still perceivable as well-defined collective 
entities: the neo-avant-garde, the PCI, the Student Movement, at a certain 
point, yes, even the Pro Civitate Christiana. (Also due to the presence- 
absence of these voices and instances, Heretical Empiricism allows us, and 
this 1s only the most obvious of its uses, a sort of total immersion in the 
Sixties, outside of belated demonizations or easy nostalgia. ) 


In a small appendix in italics to the initial essay, one can barely glimpse 
an unpleasant and hostile figure, very different from the others: in a certain 
sense, the only visible trace of the incredible persecutions, including 
judicial ones, that Pasolini suffered in those years, and which the book 
glosses over with a sort of resigned stoicism. These are a few lines that can 
easily be overlooked, and which are worth reporting in full: 


At the premiere of one of my films, a fascist, a rather emaciated young man to be honest, 
publicly shouted an insult at me in the name of all his beautiful youth: I lost my patience (I 
regret it), I slapped him and threw him for Earth. My friend Laura Betti was present, and she 
therefore saw the whole scene "with her own eyes". I don't know for what reasons, the 
newspapers that reported the episode turned it upside down (accompanied by false 
photographs) so that I was the one beaten. The thing was repeated, and it became public 
knowledge: so much public knowledge that Betti, in her aggressive naivety, speaking about it 
to me, even though she had seen the scene "through her eyes", said: "The fascist who beaten 
up"... 

What is curious, and what is worth underlining, at the risk of catching the 
author in one of his many fruitful contradictions, is that the error is not only 
attributable to the media - the newspapers with their bureaucratic and 
approximate Italian and the "false photographs" - but to the unsuspectable 
testimony of a Betti who saw "with her own eyes", of a Betti who 
"remembers": therefore not only the word can deceive, even the look, even 
memory, the only privileged and innocent instruments in Pasolini's new 
gospel of deciphering reality. It is true that in essence Laura Betti is right: 
the fascist is always the one who uses violence, even if he is apparently 
suffering it; and the episode itself, the "scene" removed from context, can 
prevent us from understanding, from decoding correctly. (Pasolini, 


moreover, will declare not without further scandal in the Scritti corsari that 
it is now impossible to distinguish somatically or culturally the fascist who 
kidnaps people or puts bombs on trains from the majority of his peers.) And 
then it will mean that the contradiction does not exist : Reality cannot lie, 
the gaze cannot be deceived: error can only arise thanks to the arbitrary 
fragmentation of reality, to the deleterious influence that individual gaze 
and memory can suffer from commodified words. Just as happens in 
Cinema, which is the written transcription of reality, and which in this sense 
is fully reliable: if anything, it will be the individual films that make 
mistakes or expire, which constitute the acts of speech of that langue. 


With a small group of American film students I remember trying a small 
experiment: the screening of the first sequence of the Gospel according to 
Matthew - pregnant Mary, Joseph's escape and then sleep, the appearance of 
the Angel - followed by a transcription of them verbal, a kind of script 
taken from the screen, and from the comparison with the first two pages of 
Pasolini's original screenplay. Differences were predictable: the students 
had all grasped, more or less, the dignity and the closed pain of the two 
spouses, some had managed to identify pictorial terms of comparison even 
if not exactly those indicated by Pasolini (Piero's pregnant Madonna in 
Sansepolcro ), others had perceived something similar to the "funereal 
midday peace" described in the screenplay and this despite the fact that the 
film added unexpected figures in the background (children intent on 
playing, for example, not far from the place where Joseph throws himself to 
the ground) . What was completely lost, in the uniqueness and relief of the 
performers' close-ups, was Pasolini's explicit desire that Mary be a "girl of 
the people, like thousands of them", and Giuseppe an "any eldest son of a 
country family": on the one hand the images made those faces absolute, not 
assimilable to others; at the same time they took care to insert them into 
figuratively precise contexts (in that space-time continuum that is cinema 
according to Pasolini, there is never or almost never any mention of the 
external boundaries of the frame; and instead Maria, as well as from the 
rectangle of the screen, constantly appeared framed in a doorway, 
suggesting unprecedented symbolic implications to the top of the class). It 
is evident, moreover, even if it may seem paradoxical, that Pasolini's 
cinema, precisely because it is theoretically superior to any written word, 
must always be different, if not even less satisfying, than the verbal 


descriptions that prepare and suggest it. Each of his screenplays, "a 
structure that wants to be another structure", is animated by a tension 
destined to be fatally excessive compared to the images, however beautiful 
- and often figuratively beautiful - that derive from them. This applies to the 
actors: the furious gestures written for Magnani in Mamma Roma, the 
lovingly crafted mimicry of Toto and Ninetto. But it also applies to certain 
captions, so happy and suggestive in their still hypothetical drafting, such as 
these relating to the first scene of Oedipus Rex: 


The countryside is just beyond the houses. After all, they are humble houses; of the lower 
middle class. They have their pergolas, their gutters, their little architraves... Yes, there will be 


nothing but the sun; and maybe two elementary school children, and a soldier, passing by. 


Indeed, in the introduction to the screenplay of Edipo, Pasolini writes one 
of his most explicit declarations of love for cinema, which we do not find 
collected in Empiricism. It speaks of the actress Silvana Mangano, of 
Mangano "reproduced audiovisually" and of the non-translatability into 
verbal terms of this "symbol of a figural nature", even if entrusted to the 
writing of a Moravia: 


(Moravia) could only do what all writers do: that is, he would adopt a system of written- 
spoken symbols - our beautiful little Italian - adapting it to his own personal ideology, that is, 
making it a system of style... But all Moravia's effort to describing Mangano's eyes, white 
cheeks, plucked eyebrows, moving throat, primrose scent (and she would do it magnificently) 


would be nothing other than a demiurgic act... 


What then can we say about these words, which do not want to be 
demiurgic, which describe without describing, in a _ stubborn and 
programmed preterition? We all remember Pasolini's (and Visconti's, and 
perhaps also De Santis') Mangano: but rarely has she seemed so suggestive, 
so "definitive". Thanks not so much to its "figural symbol" as to the words 
(of Pasolini) aimed at denying the possible words of Moravia, and, 
apparently, all the other possible words. 


Pasolini never accepts that his theoretical constructions are exchanged for 
personal declarations of poetics, a convenient and polite way of freeing 
himself from them. He does not accept it from Moravia, who already put 
forward this hypothesis during the controversies following the publication 


of the «New linguistic questions»; and to the young people of the «Cinema 
e Film» magazine he declares that he feels «offended» when everything he 
does and that he says is traced back to explaining his style. Regarding the 
style, in these essays often written in haste, notes jotted down «in two hours 
for a newspaper» and perhaps «groping» in new and impervious areas of 
research, Pasolini honestly warns the reader that he will be able to find, at 
most, the «desire » not satisfied: together with the "shyness" of the "maker 
of literary pages" who feels he is failing in his own standards and his own 
"specific morality". From the first pages, the enemy of technical-scientific 
language adopts a rigorously binary structure of oppositions and 
complementary doubles, evidently deemed necessary for the hope of 
"sorting out" such rich and fluid material: one might think of it as a legacy 
of dialectical procedure, if it were not clear that Pasolini never had a precise 
Marxian approach; or to a sort of Thomistic sic et non, if we didn't know 
that this lover of the sacred has always kept himself far from any religious 
education. These alternative pairs, however, recur in an almost obsessive 
way: instrumental Italian and literary Italian, Latin and science, Manzonian 
theories versus Graziadio Isaia Ascoli, the internal revolution of neo- 
capitalism and the external one of Marxism, the epic function and the 
inchoative function of infinite in Leporello's opening passage, Dante 
narrator and Dante character, language of prose and language of poetry, 
Olmi as an example of denotative montage and Bertolucci as an example of 
connotative montage, neorealism where «what is insignificant, is» 
contrasted with certain New American Cinema (Warhol?) where «what is, 
is insignificant»: and so on between these (a) and these (b), between 
oppositions and «biunity», until arriving at the great and anguished (almost) 
final discovery — « either to be immortal and unexpressed or to express 
oneself and die" - which refers to cinema (and to life, its double and 
homologous matrix) as a potentially infinite sequence shot, undermined by 
"meaning", duration and death only at the moment in which one subjected 
to assembly scans. 


In reality, just as he disseminates his pages with these grids, Pasolini is 
anxious to get out of them, to provide us with the key to nullifying every 
double inauthenticity: that terttum that can sometimes be given, at the cost 
of resorting to a little trick or extracting a ace up your sleeve. This happens 
when "the purely oral moment of language" arises as the third term in the 


otherwise "unsustainable" dichotomy of langue and parole; or when the 
now irrevocable decadence of "language A", that of tradition, is not so 
much opposed by the fictitious language B postulated by the avant-gardes, 
but by "language B". Just like the screenplay, which always yearns to be 
another structure and never becomes one, not even when the film is made: a 
sort of dynamic push towards perennial transformation, a way out of the 
cage of sic et non, which some have too much simplistically identified with 
a sort of "linguistic hermaphroditism" or obvious metaphor of personal 
choices and traumas. (It would be worthwhile, instead, to investigate more 
thoroughly the weight in the book of that empiricism which gives it its title 
but which figures in it only here and there, almost surreptitiously: I am 
referring to that Gurvitch, the French representative of a movement of 
Anglo-Saxon brand, to which Pasolini occasionally assigns without 
appearing to have the task of making discourse more flexible and perhaps 
more permeable to the seductions of a certain irrationalism of Bergsonian 
origin: he says this clearly at the end of the essay «From the laboratory», 
where precisely hypothesizes, with its help, a "something else" that lies 
beneath the too tight clothes of social structures, and threatens to make 
them burst.) 

«A young blond man, dear Eco, is advancing towards you...» Here too, in 
the little parasemiotic joke of 1967, there is an ace up his sleeve: in the 
1971 postscript Pasolini will explain that this young blond man, the actor 
Jerry Malanga, is in front of Eco and at the same time it is not there (so 
much so that Eco cannot smell it) because it is not a real Malanga, and it is 
not even, as one might have thought, a Malanga on the screen and therefore 
a "figural symbol", as in case of Mangano: it is a Jerry Malanga on the stage 
(the theatre, we know, is another of the many languages in those years 
violated and re-invented, less well than others, by Pasolini: who moreover 
knew how to use it wonderfully in that excruciating apologue all hovering 
in a terrain vague between theater and cinema which is What are the 
clouds). But beyond the theatre, beyond the umpteenth and polemical 
demonstration that the Code of Cinema and the Code of Reality are the 
same thing, what is striking in this dialogue between lay people is the need 
to go beyond the categories of linguistics and science, to arrive at a a sort of 
Ur-code that Eco is content to indicate as an unrealizable hypothesis, and 
Pasolini identifies with a Code of Codes which can also be given, in place 
of more suspicious names, the name of B (for Brama). "Why did you allow 


yourself to be overcome by this dream?" Pasolini asks Eco. “Are you afraid 
of dreams?” The accusation against Eco is that of having stopped, "on the 
brink"; and in reality it is Pasolini who, despite taking a leap forward, 
reaches a sort of mystical contemplation which often translates, in his work, 
into that immobility or that oxymoronic "mortuary vitality" diagnosed by 
the most sensitive critics. (In the same way, it would be interesting to 
compare the exemplum fictum of the barbarian who kills the beast, of the 
barbarian who sees another barbarian who kills the beast, of the barbarian 
who discovers language and tells etc. etc., to certain logical and 
narratological games that Calvino liked them, for example that crazy series 
of frames that appears in A stone above and in which an "I" claims to write 
that Homer recounts that Ulysses says "I heard the song of the Sirens": what 
in Calvino is Borgesian vertigo of The work that reflects itself, in Pasolini 
becomes a sort of regret for the lost innocence of the myth, complete with a 
non-happy ending in which the barbarian becomes bourgeois.) 


For Pasolini, however, the problem of origins is also a problem of 
perspectives, of "ends". Only death, he observes in front of the small 
amateur film documenting Kennedy's killing, provides the final cut, the 
conclusive meaning, to the film of our life. This is also why he has no 
hesitation in evoking in his pages a widespread and mutual looking at each 
other, where even dialogue on theoretical issues can slip into an ideal film, 
for example when one of the editors of «Cinema and film» transforms from 
interviewer to character , and an invisible camera follows him in pan as he 
goes out, gets his car back, merges into traffic, etc.: little prophetic or little 
Orwellian, Pasolini does not seem to be afraid of television, which is 
accused of immorality not because it is omnipresent but because subject to 
"cuts" and censorship interventions. Nor is the nature (neutral? amorous? 
sadomasochistic?) of this gaze subjected to a true analysis, which is indeed 
universal and potentially reversible, but which often goes in a precise 
direction: from master to pupil, from Dante to Vanni Fucci, from Pasolini 
forcibly theorist to the figures that populate these pages, all anxious to be 
seen and heard and expressed. Of course, this very book demonstrates how 
much the master ultimately wanted, in all humility, to get back on the 
benches to learn; how much he regretted not being, so to speak, on the other 
side of the camera, in that vast and indistinct buzz of the profilmic. But in 


the meantime there were many things to say, to demonstrate, to verify; and 
for this reason, temporarily, there were only words. 


Enzo Siciliano talks about cinema as an "infusion" in Vita di Pasolini, 
new ed., Milan, Rizzoli, 1981, p. 298: I also refer to Siciliano for the 
persecutions suffered by Pasolini only mentioned here in the years in which 
he worked on these essays. The critic who speaks of a «sweetly catastrophic 
feeling» is Geno Pampaloni, Vince la pieta, in «Corriere della Sera», 27 
August 1972; the one who talks about «linguistic hermaphroditism» in 
relation to the screenplay is Antonio Bertini, Theory and technique of film 
in Pasolini, Rome, Bulzoni, 1979, p. 83; but more usefully, on the theory 
and practice of cinema in P., I consulted Antonio Costa, Pasolini's 
Semiological Heresy, in P.Willemen (ed.), Pier Paolo Pasolini, London, 
BFI, 1977; Michel Estéve (ed.), Pasolini, le mythe et le sacré, in «Etudes 
cinématographiques», nn. 109-11, Paris 1976, and Adelio Ferrero, I] cinema 
di Pier Paolo Pasolini, Venezia, Marsilio, 1977. For the identity of the 
fascist with his peers, Scritti corsari, Milan, Garzanti, 1990 (1975), p. 43. 
The quotes from The Gospel according to Matthew and from Oedipus Rex 
come from the screenplays (and related introductions) printed in the 
Garzanti volumes of the same name edited by Giacomo Gambetti, 1964 and 
1967, respectively on pp. 42-43 and 15).* Cesare Garboli speaks of 
«mortuary vitality» (and of «solar solitude»), since the time of Gramsci's 
Ashes, in La Stanza Separata, Milan, Mondadori, 1969, p. 15. Roland 
Barthes's "silent scene" is in Sade Fourier Loyola, trans. L. Lonzi, Turin, 
Einaudi, 1977, p. 144; the I who declares what Homer says etc. it is part of 
a speech by Italo Calvino at a Florentine conference in 1978, now in Una 
pietra sopra, Torino, Einaudi, pp. 310 et seq. 

(1991) 


Heretical empiricism 


to Graziella 


Lingua 


NEW LANGUAGE ISSUES 


To concretely arrive at some linguistic conclusions that I have in mind, I 
will choose a particularistic point of view: the relationship between writers 
and the Italian koine. 

What is this koine, first of all? There is no shortage of purely linguistic 
descriptions: the last one, "a la Bally", is due to Cesare Segre, and I refer 
you to it (and I refer to it). It could however be said, meanwhile, that, in the 
writer's eye, the average Italian presents itself as a dualistic entity, a "sacred 
duality": instrumental Italian and literary Italian. 

This implies a fact that is well known: in Italy there is no real national 
Italian language. So, if we want to seek some unity between the two figures 
of duality (spoken language, literary language), we must seek it outside of 
language, within that historical individual who is simultaneously a user of 
these two languages: who is one , and historically describable in a unitary 
totality of experiences. This individual as the spiritual seat or cohabitation 
of duality is the Italian bourgeois or petty-bourgeois, with his historical and 
cultural experience, which it is useless to define here: I think it is sufficient 
to simply allude to it as a common knowledge. 

It is the same bourgeois who uses koine when he speaks and literary 
language when he writes. He therefore carries the same spirit into both of 
these languages. 

The osmosis with Latin, the various stratifications due to historical 
diachronies, the synthetic tendency, the prevalence of expressiveness over 
communication, the coexistence of many competing forms etc. etc. together 
define middle spoken Italian and literary Italian: which are therefore 
characterized by an exchange of habits: their duality is not fundamentally 
antithetical. There are two possible choices in which to fundamentally 
express the same existential and historical experience. 

So if I had to describe Italian in a concise and lively way, I would say 
that it is a non, or imperfectly, national language, which covers a 
fragmented historical-social body, both in a vertical sense (the historical 
diachronies, its formation in layers), both in an extensive sense (the 


different regional historical events, which have produced various small 
competing virtual languages, the dialects, and the subsequent different 
dialectizations of the koine): on this linguistic coverage of a fragmentary 
and therefore non-national reality, we projects the normative nature of the 
written language — used at school and in cultural relationships — born as a 
literary language, and therefore artificial, and therefore pseudo-national. 

Spoken language is dominated by practice, literary language by tradition: 
both practice and tradition are two inauthentic elements, applied to reality, 
not expressed by reality. Or, better yet, they express a reality that is not a 
national reality: they express the historical reality of the Italian bourgeoisie 
which in the first decades of unity, until yesterday, was unable to identify 
itself with the entire Italian society. 

The Italian language is therefore the language of the Italian bourgeoisie 
which for specific historical reasons has not been able to identify itself with 
the nation, but has remained a social class: and its language is the language 
of its habits, of its privileges, of its mystifications, in short of its class 
struggle. 

Having then to outline a history of Italian literature of the twentieth 
century as a history of the relationships of writers with this language, I 
should first of all distinguish: if this literary history is an average, typical 
history, then the relationships of writers with Italian as the language of 
bourgeoisie is the calm relationship of those who remain within their own 
linguistic sphere and, in short, use an instrument that is congenial to them 
(the average literary vocation never presents itself as palingenetic with 
regard to language). If, however, this literary history is a history of values, 
then I must say that Italian as the language of the bourgeoisie presents itself 
as an impossible, unusable language: it is characterized by a violent 
centrifugal force. 

If, to simplify, we imagine the average Italian as a line, we will see a 
series of works that are absolutely negligible in terms of values placed 
there: while the works that count as literary values, rejected by that 
centrifugal force, are all placed either above or below that average line. 
Therefore, understood as the history of writers' relationships with the koine, 
twentieth-century literature 1s geometrically composed of three lines: the 
middle one on which only purely scholastic-academic literature etc. runs. 
(that is, the one that preserves the fundamental unreality of Italian as an 
average bourgeois language); the high one, which gives a literature, 


according to further gradations, of a variously sublime or hyperlinguistic 
type; the low one that gives the naturalistic-veristic-dialect literatures. 

But let's look a little closer at this reassuring geometric figure. 

On the middle line we will see the following: a) works of anonymous, 
pseudo-literary, traditionalist compilation, on the literary side (for example 
all fascist and clerical rhetoric); b) works of entertainment and escape, or 
timidly literary (something a little higher than journalism), on the spoken 
side (the prose of the novel coeval with art prose, from Panzini, partly 
included, onwards, I mention at random, Cuccoli, Cicognani etc. etc.). 

On the bottom line: a) dialect speakers (from the first-rate ones, Di 
Giacomo, Giotti, Tessa, Noventa etc., to the lowest); b) the naturalists or 
vergists of Verga origin (all of the second or third order, and therefore 
irrelevant except as a phenomenon). 

On the high line, rejected for unequal and often antithetical ideological 
reasons, by the centrifugal force of the average Italian, are almost all the 
writers of the Italian twentieth century, but at very different levels. 

At the highest level, even sublime, we find the hermetic sector: up here 
the average Italian has centrifuged them for reasons endogenous to the 
language, not critical of society. It is the area of the ivory towers — if we 
still want to have fun drawing a geography of symbols on the blackboard. 
The Italian used inside these towers is a language for poetry: the refusal or 
non-collaboration with fascism, let's say, conceals a reactionary vocation of 
a different kind: the bourgeois introversion which identifies the world with 
interiority, and interiority as home of a typical aesthetic mysticism 
developed by decadentism, especially French and German etc. etc. All this 
implies the figure of a classicistic baroque, of a classicistic expressionism, 
of a classicistic anticlassicism: these juxtapositions derive from the fact that 
in these poets of the sublime style there is an intimate ideological 
contradiction: that is, they do not realize that their refusal apparently 
revolutionary to reality, it is essentially reactionary, and therefore re-adopts 
all the restorative linguistic schemes: it carries out a classicist operation, in 
a word. In the event that some of these writers realize the error, and attempt 
to modify their ideological position in the sense of a greater interest or love 
for the world (in this case, the speakers) they contaminate their classicism 
with twilight elements of spoken language (and here Luzi's hermeticism is 
defined linguistically, for example). 


At a lower level, a series of "hyperwritten" works coexist, whose 
ideology is not the myth of poetry, but that of style, and therefore their 
content is not literature itself, but historical life with its problems, brought 
to a climate of literary tension so violent as to present itself as a sort of 
mannerism in the Longhian meaning of the word: the most diverse names 
can be mentioned, from that of Vittorini to that of Banti, or that of Roversi 
of the complete poeticisation of reality in his latest novel, or again that of 
Leonetti's books of verse. 

At a level even closer to the average line, we find the area of the 
feluccas: that is, the hermeticism of the foot of the house, the ironic 
D'Annunzioism: the acceptance of the spoken word as a literary 
preciousness (the spoken word re-identified with the Tuscan): and they can 
be named bulk Cardarelli, Cecchi, Baldini etc. etc. 

At a level even closer to the average line we find the writers who we 
could call nostalgia (linguistic nostalgia, of course): Cassola, Bassani are 
the most typical of them. They mix the sublimis style, fundamental to their 
elegiac and civil inspiration, with a language spoken as the language of 
their (naturally bourgeois) fathers who, seen in the light of memory, are 
ennobled, become the object of research: and with them their spoken 
language is ennobled, that average Italian, who after having rejected them 
himself - due to a violent historical and ideological protest, let's say anti- 
fascism - recalls them with the charm of a promised and lost place, a poetic 
normality as it is poignantly ontological. 

Even closer to this Italian understood as normal, not deeply criticized, are 
the less experimental and less stylistically sublime writers. Soldati's 
relationship with that average Italian, for example, is one of fundamental 
acceptance of it as a nineteenth-century language (a position similar to that 
of Cassola and Bassani, but less elegiac, less poetic, and more ideologically 
adamant in believing in the illusion of the existence of a good bourgeoisie 
that never existed). Even Delfini's relationship with that average Italian is 
similar to that of Soldati, Bassani and Cassola: there is a background of 
nostalgia for what the bourgeoisie could have been and was not, the shift of 
the focal point to the good, poetic side of the bourgeois life of the North, on 
a certain epic nature, which, within certain families and certain 
environments, could also be poetic. In Delfini there is also disappointment: 
and therefore the instability of irony. Instead, all lost in that unspeakable 
sense that a bourgeois family existence can give when it identifies with all 


existence, is Bertolucci's language. Moravia has, after all, the most curious 
relationship with the average Italian: it is based on a misunderstanding that 
Moravia boldly accepts: contempt for the bourgeois condition - and the 
consequent, ruthless criticism which is the thesis of all of his works — 
together with the acceptance of the language of the bourgeoisie as a normal 
language, as a neutral instrument, almost as if it were not produced and 
elaborated historically by that bourgeoisie itself, but was paradigmatically 
«found» in history. Moravia therefore despises the bourgeois language, on 
the one hand (expressively identifying only some of its data, as if detached 
from the linguistic system, and contenting himself with ridiculing only 
those), while on the other he has a kind of infantile and scholastic respect 
for the language as for a normally functioning mechanism. Unconsciously 
he has made Italian a kind of neutral European language, and unconsciously 
he brings to it non-Italian characteristics: its grammar is simplified, 
competing forms are rare, sequences tend to be progressive, the analytical 
spirit, the excessive availability of limited phrases etc. etc. Moravian Italian 
is a "fiction" of average Italian. 

Calvino's relationship with the average Italian lies somewhere between 
that of Soldati, Delfini and Moravia: it is not polemical. There is an 
acceptance of normativity, and an assumption of it on a European, 
especially French, grid: and all this is made possible by ironic detachment. 

Elsa Morante's relationship with the average Italian 1s very particular: so 
to speak, she occupies all levels above the average line: from the level that 
borders on the average language, to the sublime one occupied by writers in 
the sublimis style. In fact, Morante accepts Italian as a mystical 
grammatical and syntactic body, regardless of literature. It places grammar 
in direct contact with the spirit. She has no stylistic interests. She pretends 
that Italian exists, and that both the language and the spirit have brought her 
to this world to express herself. She ignores all its historical elements, both 
as a spoken language and as a literary language, and only grasps its 
absoluteness. Even her Italian is therefore a pure fiction. 

Almost all the authors I have mentioned - and even those I have not 
mentioned, but who are above the average Italian line - have a natural 
relationship of equality with their heroes and their environment: cultural, 
sentimental and linguistic. In short, their heroes are bourgeois, like them, 
and their environments are bourgeois, like theirs. So they can enter, almost 
imperceptibly, into the souls of their characters, and "live" their thoughts: 


that is, they create the stylistic condition of free indirect discourse. They 
therefore use their language: and it is an exchange of languages that takes 
place on an equal level, as I was saying. So that the language of their 
character becomes a written and all in all literary language, while the 
language of the writer - who identifies with his character - becomes nothing 
more than lively or expressive. 

If the hero is a popular hero, his language, experienced by the writer, is 
merely the writer's language lowered by just one degree, not a true mimesis, 
but a kind of long attenuated "quotation". This is the case, for example, of 
the Ciociara of Moravia, of the slight Piedmontese aspects of the characters 
in Soldati, of the Emilian accentuations of Bassani's bourgeois speech, etc. 
etc. 

However, there is a significant phenomenon that radically changes the 
terms of this perspective. That is, it happens that sometimes the bourgeois 
author completely "relives" the spoken discourse of his character, and this 
character belongs to the working or peasant class: in any case sublinguistic 
and dialectal. What is Gadda's relationship with the average Italian? He, 
naturally, like any writer of value, finds it absolutely unfrequentable, and is 
therefore centrifuged by it. But then, in the case of Gadda, we will have to 
add a new line on the blackboard of our geometric sketch: a serpentine line 
which, starting from the top, descends, intersecting the middle line, towards 
the bottom, and then returns again, always intersecting the mean line, 
upwards, and then downwards again etc. 

In short, free indirect discourse in a written page implies an incursion 
towards low languages, the highly dialectical koineé and dialects: to take on 
sublinguistic materials. But these materials - and this is the point - are not 
brought to the level of the average language, to be elaborated and 
objectified there as a contribution to the average Italian: no, they, through 
the serpentine line, are brought to the high, or very high, zone , and 
elaborated for an expressive or expressionistic function. 

But there is also another type of serpentine line, not only with an 
expressionistic function, but with an objective or realistic one. However, 
before describing the scheme of this linguistic operation, a preamble must 
be made. The reader has already understood well that all of this sketch of 
mine on literary history as the history of the writer's relationship with the 
medium language is entirely within the limits of the 1950s. To complete this 
sketch I will need to add another element typical of the literature of those 


years. They were characterized by ideological research with highly 
rationalistic ambitions (in short, the aim was to review all previous 
literature, from pre-war MHermeticism to _ post-war neorealism). 
Simultaneously and partly contradictorily with this rationalistic revision, a 
sort of experimentalism took place which contained within itself those 
expressionistic elements of decadentism and those sentimental elements of 
neorealism that they wanted to ideologically overcome. 

Literary experimentalism had as its basis the experience of Gaddi's free 
indirect discourse, the "serpentine line" intersecting the average Italian from 
top to bottom (increasingly traumatic as an expression of the bourgeois 
world). However, in this operation there was an infinitely greater ambition 
for objectivity than in Gadda: it remained, fundamentally, expressionistic, 
because the material recovered by reliving the interior monologue of a 
dialect hero was elaborated by contamination in the high spheres of the 
refined literary language, a bit like in Gadda, exactly. 

But, compared to Gadda, the operation was greatly simplified: 
meanwhile, in the upper area, technological multilingualism was lacking: 
and the literary height was configured as a single language. Furthermore, in 
the lower area, the speakers were chosen with a specific function of 
sociological research and social denunciation: here too, no pluridialectisms, 
but a single dialect in a specific situation. Free indirect discourse was only a 
means, first, of knowing and then of making known, a psychological and 
social world unknown to the nation. 

The broadening of content was an effect of the poetics of realism, and 
therefore of social commitment, the linguistic broadening was a 
contribution to a possible national language through the literary operation. 


Today, that type of commitment appears rhetorical and inadequate, and at 
the same time the ambition to create the prerequisites of a national language 
through literature (as has been believed for many centuries) appears 
illusory. 

In short, it is the recognition of a crisis - and a very serious crisis - in the 
sense that: a) the literary world which was the object of the polemical 
revision of the fifties no longer exists, or else it presents itself again under 
an aspect - the avant-garde - which seems reproduce old twentieth-century 
literary instances, while in reality it is a completely new and different 
phenomenon; b) the linguistic operation which has free indirect discourse 


and contamination as its basis suddenly reveals itself to be obsolete, due to 
an unexpected fading of dialects as a linguistic problem and therefore as a 
social problem. 

This linguistic crisis - and not just stylistic - is the indicator that 
something profoundly new is happening in our society. Anticipating all the 
other observations that could be made - for example, the indications given 
in this sense by the avant-gardes - I would not hesitate to radicalize this 
crisis through what Fortini, quoting Mayakovsky, calls the "end of the 
mandate" of the writer, that is, the end only of commitment, but of all those 
concepts, absolutely unpopular, which have presented themselves as 
surrogates or evolved aspects of commitment. In the socio-moralistic 
context in which Fortini carries out his investigations, the historical reasons 
for this "end of the mandate" are not clear enough: perhaps in a neutral and 
somewhat more scientific context such as linguistic research, one can better 
observe, greater distance, the series of reasons. 

Already at the end of the 1950s there were the first symptoms of a crisis 
that at the time seemed like a restoration. As rare information, little known 
to non-experts, I would place the beginning of this crisis in the "purist 
reaction" (reaction to those plurilingual, dialectal, experimental research, 
which had been the concrete literary form of the commitment) due to the 
initiative of a small group of Neapolitan writers gathered around one of 
their magazines. However, we also consider Cassola and Bassani as the 
partly involuntary protagonists of a similar reaction, through their desperate 
and poetic bourgeois nostalgia. Their style (I have mentioned it) is nothing 
but a continuous series, albeit covered in "quotations" of the bourgeois and 
petty-bourgeois language used by their professional fathers and 
grandfathers and their provincial circles. In these two writers the research 
was authentic, and, especially Bassani gave, through this mimesis of the 
stylus médius (I invent a category unknown both to the historian and to 
stylcritik) works of poetry. 

But the repercussion in literary society of such an operation - stripped of 
necessity and becoming a paradigm - was identified with the petty- 
bourgeois neopurism elaborated by the aforementioned Neapolitan writers 
and was part of the whole of that reactionary operation (classicist and neo- 
decadent revival, rediscovered by part of the journalistic criticism and some 
part of the public of values that seemed to be outdated forever) which 
prepared the present situation of disintegration and confusion. It's true: 


today, from a neutral reading, it happens, for example, that in the Gaddian 
context all the cultured and technological quantity takes on a strong 
significance, while the popular-dialectal allocutionary quantity tends to 
resonate weakly; it is also true that the discourse relived as a denunciation 
of a miserable, thieving, hungry world, available because it is prehistoric, 
suddenly seems like an outdated stylistic phenomenon - and the Riccetti and 
Tommasi move remote as in a Greek urn; it is also true that a similar 
operation, brought, more actualistically into the heart of a factory like 
Olivetti, to relive the raving inner conversations of the Albini Saluggia, 
seems equally naive and belonging to a world of goodness and solidarity 
overcome by the dizzying evolution of the factory itself. However, even the 
reaction to all this - the bourgeoisie ennobled and "rediscovered" like a lost 
time, of Bassani, Cassola, Soldati or Prisco, and in short of every purist 
remaker elected in the bourgeois language - seems to be located beyond a 
historical limit, and of no longer finding any recipient beyond this limit as 
an accomplice of a similar nostalgia. 

Together with this devitalization of the most recent literary experiences, 
we must place the at least apparent vitality of the avant-gardes, which for a 
linguist are the most sensational symptom of the cultural crisis, hitherto 
devoid of non-generic explanations. The lines above and below Middle 
Italian on which recent literary history has unfolded as the history of 
writers' relationships with their class language - are in any case lines of 
literary language, of literature. In these early years of the sixties, however, 
we saw a new type of relationship, at least theoretically: a relationship that 
is not placed in the field of literature, but rather starts from an admittedly 
non-literary basis of operation. I believe that the avant-gardes are not what 
has always been said, with unacceptable banality, that is, repetitions of the 
twentieth-century avant-gardes. For the following two reasons: 1) The 
classical avant-gardes placed their anarchic and subversive demands in 
relation to the situation present to them; they had a stable and static idea of 
society, and they positioned themselves as an equally stable and static 
alternative. The avant-gardes of the sixties instead place their desecratory 
demands against a situation, so to speak, pre-future: they are messianic, 
they leave to the future - aping it - the situation that is desecrated and 
reversed by definition (this is why they can also "integrate" into the present, 
and not present as bombers). 2) The classical avant-gardes continued to 
create literature, and conducted their anti-linguistic action with literary 


tools: theirs was nothing other than innovation as an end in itself and taken 
to extreme, and therefore scandalous, consequences. Instead, today's avant- 
gardes conduct their anti-linguistic action from a base that is no longer 
literary, but linguistic: they do not use the subversive tools of literature to 
upset and demystify language: but they place themselves at a linguistic zero 
point to reduce language to zero, and therefore the values. 

Theirs is not a protest against tradition but against Meaning: the places to 
be destroyed are not the stylistic features, but the semantics. 

This position of the avant-gardes has so far proven unassailable, and 
those who have attempted to attack it have fallen into banality and have 
always ended up mysteriously defeated. Probably because while the zero 
place of the avant-garde corresponds to a real zero moment of culture and 
history, the places from which literature defends itself no longer have any 
correspondence with a reality that is changing. I will say straight away, 
however, that the zero moment chosen by the avant-garde is only apparently 
a defiantly free choice: it is in effect a passive acceptance. They suppose 
that they find themselves by free choice in a place where they instead find 
themselves by compulsion. 

And I also say straight away that the most correct point of view to 
observe and understand this modification of the real historical landscape is 
the one found on top of one's own historical experiences, even if they are 
now overcome, or relived in reverse as disappointment. 

We therefore find ourselves in an imponderable moment of culture, in a 
cultural void, populated by writers each of whom does nothing but follow 
their own particular history, like a linguistic island or a conservative area. 
This is not the usual crisis, but a completely new fact, which evidently has 
repercussions on the structures of society. 

It will therefore be necessary to leave literature for a moment and bring 
two sciences that border on literature into close contact: sociology and 
linguistics. 

Let us therefore take a sociolinguistic look at the Italian panorama of 
recent years. 

We can begin, I think in the most legitimate way, from the closest place: 
this, this that is under my nose, my enunciative prose. Which, not being the 
product of a specialist, cannot fail to immediately strike you due to its high 
percentage of technicalities. If we then go back to the origins of these 
technicalities, the thing becomes even more significant: in fact, here they 


come not so much from linguistic science, but from sociology, for the most 
part: the rest from other technical languages, the most disparate. In short, I 
am helped, in explaining a literary situation, by the very object of my 
extraliterary research. For some years now in Italy, the osmosis of critical 
language has no longer been with Latin, according to the philological 
tradition, but with the language of science. Moreover, all the descriptive 
terminology of the situation of chaos in which literature finds itself - a 
terminology used both by the avant-garde and by the surviving literary 
diaspora - is that of the cultural industry and sociology (in addition to the 
now classic one of medicine, psychoanalysis, science economics and above 
all of Marxism). 

It could also be noted that the technical contributions due to linguistics 
itself are of a special character: they tend to explicitly exploit language, 
through the sharpened and dominant idea of its instrumentality. 

This idea of language as an instrument - precisely in the positive sense 
indicated by semiotics - is the dominant sign of the entire linguistic 
panorama that surrounds us. 

Let's immediately look beyond this first phenomenon that we have under 
our noses, to a very finite sector. For example, the language of journalism. 
In recent times, through an initial and quantitatively irrelevant snobbish 
regulation based on French or English (due to the radical-enlightenment 
bourgeois press), there is no doubt that Italian journalistic language has 
taken on real specialized characteristics. It 1s regulated and fixed by a 
special type of communication, presupposing a society completely 
represented by its public opinion, at a certain pseudo-rationalistic level. So 
that a journalist can only invent within a very limited system, and each of 
his inventions must not however be scandalous: it must be tested and in any 
case prefigured according to a - still amateurish and pseudo-scientific - 
statistics of the mass demand. But still determined by this. A journalistic 
article characterized by expressiveness is thrown away because the average 
reader would ignore it on their own. Journalistic language is therefore 
extremely exploited, according to a new hypothesis of society as a society 
of a certain high rationalistic and therefore anti-expressive nature. 
Furthermore, it cuts out from Italian grammar only those elements that 
serve for communication, and thus obtains by elimination a grammar that is 
in a certain way revolutionary compared to the expressive characteristics of 
traditional grammar. 


Many times, in fact, a specialized language can be characterized by pure 
and simple selectivity: such as the language of television, for example. If 
television deals with all knowledge in its broadcasts - therefore having no 
particular skills - it must be able to talk about everything: by allowing 
various special languages to coexist in its watertight compartments, under 
different signposts, all however characterized by some similar phenomena: 
selectors, precisely: the euphemism, the reticence, the pseudo-spoken 
cursus, the ironic downplaying etc. etc. If in the language of television, in 
practice it is possible to use all the words, in reality a high percentage of the 
words of a language are excluded: so that the particularism of the television 
sublanguage consists in its sectarian selectivity. 

Furthermore, as far as we are concerned, television language seems to 
have set aside its didactic function in the direction of a beautiful Italian, 
grammatically pure to the point of a fundamental purism: now the didactic 
function of television seems to be oriented towards a normative nature of 
grammar and lexicon no longer purist but instrumental: communication 
prevails over any possible expressiveness, and that bit of silly and petty- 
bourgeois expressiveness that remains is a function of brutal 
instrumentality. 

Another observation that needs to be made, on television language, 1s 
more marginal but no less interesting: the monotony of the diagrams of the 
propositions of that typical television sample which is the dictation of the 
news. It doesn't even look Italian. The network of the sentence repeats 
modules that are as identical as possible, avoiding any diagrammatic 
expressiveness, even with the tone of the voice. It seems like you hear a 
French or Czechoslovakian announcer. Such monotony is already beginning 
to be taken as a form of serious spoken discourse. People of the lowest 
culture believe that Italian should be spoken like this, through a series of 
sentences with a diagram that is possibly unified also in pronunciation. 

Moreover, this type of speech is now what officially replaces the old type 
of emphatic speech. Let's observe the language of politicians: and let's take 
as a sample the passage from a recent inaugural message, at random: 

«The productivity of the investments of the motorway plan therefore 
depends on their coordination in a planning of transport infrastructures, 
which tends to resolve imbalances, eliminate bottlenecks, reduce the waste 
of competition between the different means of transport, in short, to give 
life to an integrated system on a national scale". 


It is a phrase taken from a speech by Moro. In the significant moment of 
the inauguration of the Autostrada del Sole (significant in that this 
"infrastructure" is certainly a typical and new moment of linguistic 
unification): but this is not a speech to technicians as the quantity of 
technical terminology, enormous, could make you believe; it is a speech to 
a normal audience, broadcast on television to a number of Italians of all 
conditions, cultures, levels and regions. Furthermore, it is not a speech of 
circumstance (an old inauguration), but a speech that Moro invested with a 
high social and political functionality: his crudely technical sentences even 
have a function of captatio benevolentiae: they replace those steps which 
once would have been of peroration and emphasis. In fact, Moro exploits 
the inauguration of the motorway to make a political appeal to Italians, 
recommending to them a very politically delicate fact: that of cooperating to 
overcome the economic situation: cooperating ideally and practically, that 
is, being willing to face personal sacrifices. Such a recommendation in the 
Italian that we are used to considering national, would have required a tour 
de force of the ars dictandi: symmetrical colons, Latin-like cursus, 
humanistic lexicon and emphatic clauses. Something fundamental has 
therefore happened at the roots of official political language. 

It, together with literary language, has always been characterized by that 
anachronistic and typically Renaissance phenomenon which is osmosis with 
Latin. Now this phenomenon has been fundamentally replaced by another 
phenomenon, it is osmosis with the technological language of highly 
industrialized civilization. 

The fundamental characteristic of this substitution is that while the 
osmosis with Latin, of a chosen type, tended to differentiate the political 
language from other languages, technology tends to the opposite 
phenomenon: to homologate, that is, the political language to other 
languages. 

In short, one could say that the centers that create, elaborate and unify 
language are no longer universities, but companies. 

For example, observe the enormous power of linguistic suggestion that 
slogans have in the "language of advertising": actual language, as a system 
with its internal rules and its regulatory principles tending towards fixation. 
Part of these norms and linguistic principles are already beginning to pass 
into the spoken language: but what is most relevant is the linguistic 


archetype offered by the slogan: an even metaphysical maximum of 
diagrammatic fixation. 

Even in the language of advertising, naturally, the homogenizing and I 
would say creative principle is technology and therefore the absolute 
prevalence of communication: so the slogan is an example of a hitherto 
unknown type of "expressiveness". Its basis, in fact, is expressive: but 
through repetition its expressiveness loses all its own character, becomes 
fossilised, and becomes totally communicative, communicative to the point 
of the most brutal finalism. So much so that even the way of pronouncing it 
has a new type of allusiveness: which could be defined, with a monstrum 
definition: mass expressiveness. 

Finally: the common, or Franco, language - that koine dialectized below, 
Latinized above - which has until now been the most holy Italian duality, 
and, as such, a non-national language. Now, this koine presents signs of 
profound modification in the sense of the tendency towards unity. I should 
give recorded conversations as examples of this modified koine. I'm not a 
specialist, I don't have any. I rely on the reader's experience. He will agree 
with me that much of the speech in the North has become highly technical. 
It happens every moment that we hear these technicalizations, subtle at the 
level of elementary and daily needs, strong to the point of constituting a real 
specialist-jargon language, at the level of the trade, the profession, the 
commercial exchange, the life of the company. In a highly caricatured but 
substantially recorded page by Ottiero Ottieri, we read: 

«But didn't we send him to Pavia?». 

Farina: «Doctor, he stayed there for two months! We tested on Monza." 
Carlo glances at the phone, quickly: «Well, what did you do about 
Monza?». Horses: «Calava. I moved it to Codogno." 

Carlo: «You have to recalculate the impact of the transfers on the 
distribution cost. We must maintain a strong corporate policy, but we cannot 
even exceed 32%!". 

“Of course, of course doctor.” 

«Beyond 32% a downsizing 1s needed.» 

Linguistic exchanges of this kind are now the norm in industrial and 
Europeanized Italy. They bring new characteristics to that pseudo- 
unification that bureaucratic and commercial languages had given to Italian: 
new characteristics due to the spiritual novelty of the phenomenon. Neither 


bureaucracy nor commerce were spiritually new in man and in Italian: 
technology was. 

Furthermore: new characters have appeared several times in the long 
history of our nation, but the language has always reacted to them by 
adopting these innovations as new linguistic stratifications to add to the 
others: it was only a literary language and not a national one, therefore it 
could neither swallow up or overcome the old stratifications with the new 
ones, and limited themselves to piling them up, continuously and absurdly 
increasing their grammatical and lexical heritage. 


Today, it is therefore due to a historical fact of an importance somehow 
superior to that of the Italian unity of 1870 and the subsequent state- 
bureaucratic unification, that we find ourselves in an ongoing linguistic 
diachrony, absolutely unprecedented: the new linguistic stratification , the 
technical-scientific language, does not align according to tradition with all 
the previous stratifications, but presents itself as a homogenizer of the other 
linguistic stratifications and even as a modifier within the languages. 

Now, "the principle of homologation" is evidently in a new social form of 
language - in a technical rather than humanistic culture - and the "principle 
of modification" is in linguistic eschatology, that is, in the tendency towards 
exploitation and communication. And this is due to needs that are 
increasingly deeper than linguistic ones, i.e. political-economic ones. 

In short, it can be said that nothing in the past has ever had such a power 
of homologation and modification of fundamental linguistic facts on a 
national level and with such contemporaneity; neither the Latin archetype 
of the Renaissance, nor the bureaucratic language of the nineteenth century, 
nor the language of nationalism. The technological phenomenon affects 
language like a new spirituality, from its roots, in all its extensions, in all its 
moments and in all its particularisms. 

What is therefore the structural, economic-political basis from which this 
unique principle emanates, regulating and standardizing all national 
languages, under the sign of technicality and communication? At this point 
it is not difficult to advance the hypothesis that this is the ideal moment in 
which the paleo-industrial bourgeoisie becomes neo-capitalist at least in 
essence, and the employers' language is replaced by the technocratic 
language. 


The complete industrialization of Northern Italy, at a now clearly 
European level, and the type of relations of this industrialization with the 
South, has created a truly hegemonic social class, and as such truly unifying 
our society. 

I mean that while the large and small bourgeoisie of the paleoindustrial 
and commercial type has never managed to identify itself with the entire 
Italian society, and has simply made literary Italian its own class language 
by imposing it from above, the nascent technocracy of the North identifies 
hegemonically with the entire nation, and therefore develops a new type of 
culture and language that 1s effectively national. 

Since I am not a politician or a sociologist, I would not dare to 
substantiate these statements, except to provide some lithotes: to assure, in 
short, that we are only at the first moment of this phenomenon, and that 
involutions, regresses, resistances, survivals of the ancient Italian world will 
be delayed but always relevant realities of our history etc., that the fascist 
wound will continue to bleed etc.: but that nevertheless the reality, now 
made aware and therefore irreversible, is the establishment of a power as 
the evolution of the capitalist class (there was no invasion of barbarians!) 
towards a truly hegemonic and therefore unitary position. 

Therefore, somehow, with some hesitation, and not without emotion, I 
feel authorized to announce that Italian was born as a national language. 

It is not easy to define what this Italian is or rather what will be: it will be 
hard to believe. At this point, to this definition, my contribution as a maker 
of books and not as a linguist should cease. But I would not like to give up 
the field without first having provided some circumstantial data and having 
anticipated some reasons for prediction. 

In the linguistic-literary field, in the last two decades there had been an 
apparent prevalence of the Rome-Florence axis (with some emphasis on 
Rome, or perhaps on Naples): so much so that there had been talk in 
glottological circles of Rome as a center finally radiating language, capital 
of a finally unitary state, seat of bureaucracy, etc. etc. In short, the 
profoundly vertical and largely horizontal circulation of the language 
seemed to have found its center in Rome. The neorealistic civilization had 
had Italo-Roman dialect as its language, and on this basis, absolutely 
predictable and reassuring, I would say traditional, it was thought that the 
nationalization of Italian would begin. 


Things have instead, as we have seen, suddenly changed: the Roman- 
Neapolitan culture has suddenly and definitively revealed itself to be 
diachronic - and, after the morass of purism I mentioned - they now 
forcefully advance their candidacy as centers radiating culture and the cities 
of the North, the Turin-Milan axis, are national in language. 

Now, the North certainly cannot propose its own dialects as an alternative 
- which it itself has contributed to making archaic no more or less than 
those of the South - nor its pronunciation, nor its linguistic particularisms: 
in short, its dialectisation of the koiné. But it is the industrial North that 
possesses that linguistic heritage that tends to replace dialects, that is, those 
technical languages that we have seen homogenize and exploit Italian as a 
new unitary and national spirit. The North possesses this technological 
language as the main linguistic means of its new typical way of life: it is 
this technical sublanguage that the industrial North proposes, as a 
competitor to national dominance, against the Roman-Neapolitan dialect 
koiné: and which, in effect, is already victorious, through that same 
unifying hegemonic influence that aristocratic monarchies had, for 
example, in the formation of the great European languages. 

It is the revenge of the peripherals, in short: it is the victory of real Italy 
over the rhetorical one: a first peripheral Roman-Neapolitan wave 
corresponding to the first real moment of anti-fascist but still semi- 
developed and paleo-bourgeois Italy, and now a second definitive northern 
wave, corresponding to the definitive Italian reality, the one that can be 
preached to the Italy of the imminent future. 

What will be the most important characteristics of this Italian national? 
Since the technological languages are international by training and strictly 
functional by tendency, they will presumably bring to Italian some habits 
typical of the more advanced Romance languages, with a strong 
accentuation of the communicative spirit, more or less according to these 
three tendencies: 

1) A certain propensity for progressive sequence, which will lead to 
greater fixity in the diagrams of Italian sentences, the collapse of many 
competing allocutions, with the prevalence of an allocution which by 
chance or for reasons of use is dearer to the most authorized users of 
languages technicians, i.e. mainly to the people of Turin and Milan. (It is 
known for example that the people of Turin have always learned Italian as a 
foreign language, and already have a habit of normative learning, which 


will be accentuated in the functional spirit of the technique, up to the 
leveling of all Italian to inexpressive precision of technical 
communication.) All in all it will be an impoverishment of that Italian 
which until now was so generous with its richness in terms of availability of 
forms, so much so as to make each of our heads a market of competing 
linguistic forms. 

2) The cessation of osmosis with Latin, which in all the diachronic leaps 
in the very particular evolution of Italian, has always been preserved - as a 
characteristic of an elite literary language - becoming thicker and more 
fertile precisely in the most revolutionary moments (for example 
humanism, or neo-classicism etc.). 

3) The prevalence of the communicative purpose over the expressive 
purpose, as in every language of high civilization and few cultural levels, in 
short homogenized around a cultural center that radiates both power and 
language. The conservation of the various diachronic layers throughout 
history, I repeat, i.e. the richness of forms of Italian, was simply due to the 
fact that Italian was a literary language, and therefore, on the one hand 
conservative, on the other expressive. Now literature will no longer guide 
the language, but technique. And therefore the purpose of the language will 
fall within the production-consumption cycle, giving Italian that 
revolutionary push which will precisely be the prevalence of the 
communicative purpose over the expressive one. 


Before taking my leave, a final look at that literary framework whose 
condition of disintegration and chaos was the pretext for these observations. 
Now it is clear that this chaos corresponds to an ideal moment of emptiness 
in history: one type of Italian society ended and another began. In this 
delay, the confusion of literature, deprived of references and perspectives: 
and, in this delay, the substantial lawfulness of the avant-gardes, whose 
language-subverting action is nevertheless conducted against a language 
that no longer exists, and whose idea of a future language consists of a 
technological mythologization that has nothing to do with the real 
contribution of technology to the language. It is clear that after the 
awareness of the real linguistic revolution of Italian, the function of the 
avant-gardes ended. And only through a deepening of this consciousness 
will a writer be able to find his function, postulate a "renewal of the 
mandate". 


First of all, he will be able to set in the right terms the apocalyptic 
prediction that in the future there will be no more demand for poetry, if, 
presumably, in the future, there will only be a radicalization of the struggle, 
typical of the rest of every language, between communicativity and 
expressiveness. In this sense the Italian writer is favored by the urgency of 
linguistic problems which for him are a revolution - while in France, 
England etc. they are nothing but an evolution, since French and English 
have been national languages in the integral sense of the term for centuries. 
And a linguistic evolution, as far as the reaction of the literati is concerned, 
is much more insidious than a revolution. For a French or English or 
German or Russian man of letters the question arises in a competition 
between technology and science (and the cultural industry), in a fatal 
mechanization of the reactions of the recipients of his products, etc. etc. For 
an Italian man of letters, however, the question is posed in a more radical 
way: learning the ABC of a language, with all that this implies: first of all 
not fearing the competition of technological language, but learning it, to 
appropriate it, to become a "scientist" (for example: no longer working, 
according to the terms of the old mandate, on "perspectives" - that is, on the 
past placed in the future - but on "hypotheses", which only presuppose other 
hypotheses, without illusory palingenetic purposes of man etc. etc.). 

Within this new linguistic reality, the goal of the literary man's struggle 
will be linguistic expressiveness, which radically coincides with man's 
freedom with respect to his mechanization. And it will not be a dry and 
unrealistic struggle for him if he has the language of the new type of 
civilization as his own problem. How to appropriate this language? For a 
bourgeois man of letters, with bourgeois ideology, the prospect is that of 
being sooner or later suppressed by the language born from the same power 
which he does not oppose and against which he does not fight: therefore he 
is right to raise his complaint about his own condemned to 
incomprehension, that is, to his death preceded by a long formalistic agony. 
For a non-ideologically bourgeois man of letters it is a matter of 
remembering once again, with Gramsci, that if the new Italian reality 
produces a new language, the national Italian, the only way to take 
possession of it and make it one's own is to know it with absolute clarity 
and courage. what is and what 1s that national reality that produces it. Never 
before has the problem of poetry been a cultural problem, and never before 


has literature required a scientific and rational, i.e. political, way of 
knowledge. 
(1964) 


Appendix AN ARTICLE ON «L’>ESPRESSO» 


It was done in n. 3 of this year's «Espresso» is a good summary of my 
conference on «New linguistic questions» (published in «Rinascita» of 26 
December 1964): now, in n. 4 introducing the two interventions by Moravia 
and Eco, the columnist seems to have forgotten everything that he had 
diligently summarized. It is enough for me to quote the third line in which 
he, putting a sentence of his in quotation marks, and thus passing it off as 
mine, makes me solemnly announce that "the new Italian language has been 
born, that of the technological bourgeoisie". 

I had said instead: «During the Italianisation of Italy, which was taking 
shape as a linguistic "levelling" due to major sociological phenomena 
(urbanism, internal emigration, bourgeoisisation of the working class, 
strengthening of the "basic infrastructure", linguistic tools of exceptional 
diffusion, radio, cinema, television, magazines), something much more 
profound and violent than a normal adjustment of society has happened: 
that 1s, what has happened is that in the old dominant (but not hegemonic) 
humanistic bourgeoisie, a new technocratic bourgeoisie (with a strongly 
hegemonic tendency): this bourgeoisie simultaneously radiates economic 
power, culture and therefore language. And since it, given its real power (its 
hegemonic tendency) potentially identifies itself with the entire nation (as 
had happened in France first with the monarchy, then with the revolutionary 
and liberal bourgeoisie), it potentially makes for the first time Italian is a 
national language." 

The new technological language of the bourgeoisie, in itself, does not 
interest me, I personally hate it, and my assumption as a writer is to oppose 
it: but not by ignoring it. It is a real phenomenon: but it does not present 
itself as a new "stratification" of Italian (one of the many "stratifications" 
which, by juxtaposing and not surpassing each other, have formed the 
expressive richness of Italian, with all the randomness this entails), but a 
stratification which: a) is due to a "new spirit" (which has no equivalent in 
the past), the technical spirit; b) coincides with the birth in Italy of the first 
truly hegemonic bourgeoisie (potentially, still). Therefore this stratification 


is not juxtaposed with the others, but presents itself as a homogenizing and 
unifying principle both of the previous stratifications and of the various 
languages that make up current Italian. 

Now I am not ideological, nor liberal (that is, fond of the ancient forms 
of the bourgeoisie, so much so that I want to ignore the new ones, just as 
Malagodi is preparing the new conservative party to serve the industrial 
hegemony of the North): my speech is therefore not linguistic , it's political. 

It is clear that my writing to an intelligent person (and one who knows 
Italian, both literary and grammatical!) presents itself as a diagnosis: it 
therefore has the characteristics of objectivity and analyticity. The last two 
pages, however, although rushed for reasons of textual economy, are 
evidence of a strong interpretative desire, albeit still uncertain. And in any 
case they fit into that phase of "renewal of Marxism" which is probably the 
most relevant and decisive cultural event of the sixties. 

Here I would like to make some notes that really serve to free the debate 
from the regressive phase to which it is, as always, reducing itself. 

Speaking of Barbato's new report, a significant episode comes to mind. 
At the premiere of one of my films, a fascist, a rather emaciated young man, 
to be honest, publicly shouted an insult at me in the name of all his 
beautiful youth: I lost my patience (I regret it), I slapped him and knocked 
to the ground. My friend Laura Betti was present, and she therefore saw the 
whole scene "with her own eyes". I don't know for what reasons, the 
newspapers that reported the episode turned it upside down (accompanied 
by false photographs), so that I was the one beaten. The thing was repeated, 
and it became public knowledge: so much public knowledge that Betti, in 
her aggressive naivety, speaking about it to me, even though she had seen 
the scene "through her eyes", said: "The fascist who beaten up". I don't 
know if I can speak of naivety for Barbato, as for Betti: the fact is that his 
behavior is identical. He read my conference «with his eyes and understood 
with his brain»: in the meantime, however, in the public domain it happened 
that I said «the new Italian language was born, that of the technological 
bourgeoisie», rather than, as it actually is « Italian was born as a national 
language" and he made the interpretation of the public domain his own. I 
don't understand what played in him: whether good faith or bad will; or the 
"superior reason" of the profession. This does not matter: it 1s more 


important to see why that tendentious interpretation was formed in the 
context in which a journalist like Barbato operates. 

I believe that the true, profound reason why the "milieu" in which 
Barbato operates appears suspicious of my essay is the aversion to 
accepting a change of perspective, an adaptation to new problems that 
present themselves as profoundly modifying every established state: both in 
society and in consciences. 

Marxism places itself, through a profound ordeal shared by the 
communist parties of Eastern Europe, France and Italy, faced with the 
problem of a profound and difficult renewal: the Catholic Church itself is 
moving. I don't see that there is any movement in the bourgeois parties, 
except for a certain movement of adaptation to the new needs of the bosses 
of the North. It is the first real and great defeat of the Italian secularists: 
their humanistic laziness, their substantial (and irrational!) trust in the 
bourgeoisie, has betrayed them. They refuse to push into new and 
dangerous areas, to accept new layers of reality. 

As for Moravia, I must say that, speaking on this occasion, he did not 
have ears to listen to the true reality of my speech: he also exploited it for 
my personal technical research as an author, while it was only a passage for 
a broader understanding of the Italian reality, in which to then operate 
"also" linguistically; and he took pains to demonstrate something absolutely 
obvious, that is, that Italian has always been a middle language. Show me 
that Italian has always been a national language: and not an average elite or 
class "language". Furthermore, due to his usual impatience, he attributes to 
me the "notion" of a new Italian already an adult, while I had limited myself 
to baptizing an infant. I believe it well, for example, that engineers and 
technicians speak courtly Italian to their "ladies" (although the word is not 
exact), and it is true that Moro's Italian still has a lawyerly and humanistic 
background. Things are starting to happen, they haven't happened! 

Therefore, for a useful continuation of the debate, on «Espresso» or 
elsewhere, I would say that the following points should be kept in mind: 

1) I did not speak, I repeat, of a new Italian, but of the birth of a possible 
new (national) Italian. Hastily assuming an adult figure means: a) not 
recognizing him; b) recognize it through delayed experiences, already 
made, and therefore set it aside as an effective new political and social 
reality. 


2) I didn't set the problem up as a personal research problem. (I still don't 
know what I will write, and it is futile to attribute to me a renewal that in 
reality does not exist, in the terms in which it is attributed to me: that is, the 
abandonment of the dialect for a more complex and high-level language: in 
which language have I written my essays and my poems? It doesn't 
necessarily mean that I abandon dialect research. Not at all. Dialect remains 
a reality: albeit a delayed one.) However, even reducing this research of 
mine to a personal fact means removing and silence its public 
characteristics. 

3) I did not want to resurrect the dialect-language controversy: and 
reading my essay in this sense means backdating it, with the unconscious 
racist hatred that the bourgeois always has for the language of the people 
and with the set of rationalistic banalities that every hatred irrational nature 
of this kind entails. 


AN ARTICLE ON «IL DAY» 


Surprising that «not even Malagodi or Colombo say these things», Enrico 
Emanuela (returning to the discussion on language, in the «Corriere della 
Sera» of 21 February), quotes a passage of mine on linguistic questions, 
with the addition of some question marks to indicate the places of doubt. 
Here is the passage with the warning signs of doubt scattered by Emanuelli: 

«The new bourgeoisie of the Northern cities is no longer the old ruling 
class that stupidly (?) imposed the political, cultural (?) and linguistic 
unification of Italy from above, but it is a new ruling class (?) whose real 
economic power really allows it (?), for the first time in Italian history (?) to 
position itself as hegemonic. And therefore simultaneously radiating power 
(?), culture (?) and language." 

First question mark: yes, "stupidly", and not only for what refers to the 
fascist period, which was the most sensational moment of such stupidity 
(and Emanuelli certainly agrees with me), but for all that that there had 
been fascist before and for everything that remained fascist: I mean the 
petty-bourgeois spirit, which is generally entrusted with the role of field of 
cultural norms. To the unification of Italy through the Piedmontese or 
Piedmontese petty bourgeoisie (the South was a land of bandits, or 
"Lazaronitum" as Marx calls it; approximately ninety percent of Italians 
were illiterate, that is, not only did they not know how to write Italian , but 
was not even Italian-speaking) it was believed that linguistic unification 
could be resolved through petty-bourgeois pseudo-humanism, which 
possessed a purely literary language, Italian, which suddenly became the 
national language (although unknown to about nine-tenths Italians). And it 
was believed to be imposed with the same methods with which taxes were 
imposed, that is, through bureaucracy and the police. Moving from 
paternalistic to fascist authoritarianism. That's why "stupidly". Certain! Not 
all the bourgeoisie were stupid! In Manzoni himself, for example, an 
unreliable normative linguist coexisted alongside the great poet (who risked 
ruining his novel). But thank God, Graziadio Isaia Ascoli (also bourgeois), 
as Gramsci writes, «had contrasted the hundreds of pages of Manzoni with 


about thirty pages to demonstrate: that not even a national language can be 
created artificially, by imposition of the State; that the Italian language is 
forming on its own, and will only form as national coexistence has given 
rise to numerous and stable contacts between the various parts of the nation; 
that the spread of a particular language is due to the writing, trafficking and 
commerce of the men who speak that particular language...". 

We, petty bourgeois, have always accepted the idea of this literary- 
humanistic language without criticism. And we have always thought that 
Rome would be the center of diffusion, that is, the state center of the State: 
perhaps, of course, a Rome rediscovered by neorealism. While it was clear 
that the real diffusion center was destined to be the North: because the 
language of the modern bourgeoisie 1s the language of industry, not that of 
the bureaucracy. It is always Gramsci who remembers in 1918 as «prof. 
Alfredo Pancini published a dictionary of the modern spoken language a 
few years ago, and it appears from it how many "Milaneseisms" have even 
reached Sicily and Puglia. Milan sends newspapers, magazines, books, 
goods, traveling salesmen throughout Italy, and therefore also sends some 
peculiar expressions of the Italian language that its inhabitants speak." 

This fact of language as an "oral sign" (and not the "literary" one of 
Cattaneo or Dossi), is a true antecedent of the new linguistic evolution. But 
only today, for the first time in the history of Italy, we have an entire 
language, the language of mechanics or applied science, which is used 
equally throughout Italy (albeit with different pronunciations). And what 
matters most is that it is no longer a "only" particularistic language: but it 
acts as a guiding language, it has a unifying spirit within it, as the language 
of a new type of culture. 

Second question mark: why did Emanuelli put this sign of doubt on the 
word "cultural"? Maybe because he doesn't believe in the "culture" of the 
Italian bourgeoisie? But I use the word "culture" in the sense in which a 
Marxist uses it, and as it is currently used in ethnology or anthropology. It is 
not a value judgment, but a fact. 

I went the day before yesterday, Sunday, to "visit" a refugee camp, a 
former concentration camp, near Alatri: a terrible place, where, in the tragic 
oblong barracks, with vaulted roofs, dominated by round turrets, under 
mounds gray and nameless, lives a group of Tunisian expatriates. Well, I 
had the opportunity to notice how their "Frenchization" did not only consist 
in a fairly orthodox Francophony (a thousand times more orthodox - if you 


consider that it occurred among emigrants in an Arab environment - than 
any Italophony of peripheral Italian), but in a moving cultural 
Frenchization: the way in which those Frenchized Italians from Tunisia 
greeted each other, shook hands, asked to greet their parents or friends 
residing in Rome, etc., was absolutely closer to the typicality of the average 
French bourgeois, than any way used by a southerner, up to now, to create 
an Italian model (the police-lawyer antics etc. etc.): in short, the French 
bourgeoisie Frenchises foreigners and foreigners with real cultural prestige, 
so as to lend a real and not just mimetic humanity of ways and expressions. 

Third question mark: well, I have no doubts about this expression "ruling 
class", even if it is a somewhat threadbare terminology, and somewhat 
outdated by the ways of domination. I therefore leave the perplexity to 
Emanuelli and the collaborators of the third page of the «Corriere». 

Fourth question mark: this "really" stands in the place of what Gramsci 
would have called the condition of "necessity" of hegemony. The Northern 
Italian bourgeoisie found itself in this condition of necessity through inertia, 
almost outside of its conscience and its will. For an acceleration of 
productive development, and therefore of economic power, which has 
something brutally pragmatic. 

Fifth question mark: yes, for the first time in Italian history. As hard as I 
try, I can't find a precedent. Only the Roman conquest presents similar 
characteristics, and in fact... The universalism of the Church has always 
been contradicted by local particularisms, which developed their own 
languages as they laid the foundations of their own power (the municipal 
bourgeoisie etc. etc.). 

Sixth question mark: I mean essentially economic, non-codified "power". 
It probably does not want to be codified: its pragmatism and technicality 
exclude the metaphysical nature of codes. It tends to defer to something else 
a codification that leaves it free: this something else is the Italian State. The 
struggle for exclusive possession of this pretext which is always the State 
for Capital, is between labor forces (the centre-left) and conservative forces 
(liberalism, Milanese, rather than Neapolitan). But this has nothing to do 
with linguistic issues (?). 

Seventh question mark: again on the word "culture"... Well, let's make 
some further clarification: the "petit-bourgeois culture" (through a push 
from below, that is from the level of the middle classes - the right to vote 
etc.) had contested and put "agrarian classicism" is out of play, in an 


acceptance, however still substantially classicistic, of romanticism and 
decadentism. A new push from below, due to the Resistance, to the at least 
formal realization of democracy - the Republic, the vote for women, etc. 
etc. — in turn contested and put fascist «petty-bourgeois classicism» out of 
play (in this contestation the Marxist opposition had a strong influence: that 
is, a sort of «popular classicism» was taking shape, through commitment 
and Gramscian literary ideology). Now, the technocratic-technological 
culture does not contest any particular classicism: but it contests and is 
preparing to put out of play the entire classical and classicistic past of man: 
that is, humanism. Its novelty is that it potentially coincides not with a new 
era of history, but with a new era of humanity: the Era of Applied Science. 

Instruments of this culture are the great means of disseminating news: 
newspapers, radio, television. Tools, nothing else. Not autonomous entities 
(to which to defer all responsibility, as a journalist from «Espresso», a 
Marxist linguist, and Moravia himself do together). They didn't fall from 
the sky. Referring to them not as simple tools of a culture means wanting to 
avoid discussion, perhaps for different reasons. 

Once new means of cultural diffusion have been invented, it is true that 
they can no longer be ignored. But the application of science in producing 
these new means of disseminating culture is the very principle of their 
further specific cultural contribution. The immediate goal of the new 
structural principle of language (technological hyperlanguage) and _ its 
means of diffusion seems to be communicativity. And in fact, a radio or 
television "message" that is not understood the moment it is perceived is 
absurd. Just as a mechanical language particular only to Milan or Turin is 
not conceivable. 

But it does not mean that what is clear and universally understandable is 
always rational. Many times, common sense, which is the opposite of 
reason, makes profoundly obscure and irrational things pass off as clear. 
Thus it is very likely that the new type of guiding language is 
communicative but not rational: and the irrationality is masked by a sort of 
technical indifference, as it was previously masked by a humanistic 
indifference. However, while the second is a particularistic case, of 
especially Italian significance, the first is a general case, which concerns the 
entire immediate future of men. From this millenarian profile - and given 
the meta-historical tendencies of every depressed culture - I hope that 


Emanuelli and his circle follow me better: and feel how narrow the 
inferences about my possible steps forward or backward are. 


OTHER ARTICLE 


Citati's intervention on the "new question" of language seems useful to 
me for two reasons: a) it brings the discussion back to the reality of 
observation, beyond all the "delayed" experiences that everyone who 
intervenes in the debate demonstrates to possess ; b) imposes a clarification 
on the word "communicativity". 

Let's start with point a. In Italy there are no linguistic observatories, not 
even in specialized magazines, I believe, which regularly, systematically, 
intensely, present themselves as socio-linguistic surveys, and, with the 
punctuality of weather reports that say «What's the weather like», tell us 
«What's the language like? ». Quoted in his article - pessimistic as he is 
about the generalizations and ideologizations of the themes - he gives us an 
excellent "linguistic" report (let's invent another horrible term!): "what 
language does" in a train on the Rome-Milan, or Naples- Turin? With the 
ears of a bitter and disheartened linguist, Citati has collected some very 
significant material: the crazy speech of a traveling companion (with 
slurred syntax, frayed connections, interlocking and inextricable cursus 
without interruption, "yes" replaced by a atrocious «exactly» with all the 
teeth out): and proposes it as an ideal example of the real Italian that is 
spoken today. It's true, Citati is right. While the "new national Italian" wails 
in the companies of the North, the average Italian, the dialectized koine, and 
the avalanche of jargons, from literary to that of the underworld, continue 
their development by inertia. And the history of the growth of national 
Italian that I have indicated is the history of the relationship between the 
new technological stratification - as a unifying and modifying principle of 
Italian - with all these previous stratifications and all these types of 
languages still alive. 

The linguistic monstrum that Citati's ears have captured with the 
precision of a scientific apparatus is a moment of this evolutionary phase, 
and the Italian that is actually spoken in Italy today is a "wailing": the 
background is the middle one of literary Italian adopted by the bourgeoisie 
as a sort of lingua franca, the archetype above all syntactic and Latin, the 


"primary" diffusing sociopolitical center is the bureaucracy, the effective 
irradiating center is the "basic infrastructures" (and, more recently the new 
type of urbanism of internal migrations), the anthropological background is 
the humanistic one, etc. etc.: but there is something new, compared to a 
similar discourse heard in the third classes of direct students of the forties, 
and even fifties: a new social model for the humble speaker of the South, or 
in any case for those belonging to the stratified latecomers from humble 
Italy: the bourgeois Northern proletarian through the possession of new 
types of consumer goods and a new linguistic level that expresses this 
possession. The spirit of "exactness", of "functional communication" has 
insinuated itself into the Latin archetype, which, being exactly the opposite 
of Latin - that is, possessing a syntax of progressive sequences, profoundly 
nominal - makes Latin syntax crazy, full of forms competitors, 
allocutionary possibilities and subordinations. 

The same goes for Moro's Italian, which I have chosen as an example of 
the homogenizing and unifying action exercised by technology on political 
language: and which Moravia criticized in the «Espresso». At an infinitely 
higher level, Moro's "political language" also presents itself as one of the 
first "cries" of the nascent Italian: certainly, in Moro's Italian his humanistic 
education, the Latin ideal, etc. remains. etc., but, with greater evidence and 
greater awareness, even here, even in this formation and in this ideal, the 
new type of language insinuates itself, which being the language of 
production and consumption - and not the language of man - it presents 
itself as implacably deterministic: it only wants to communicate 
functionally, it wants neither to plead, nor to exalt, nor to convince: 
advertising slogans reflect on all this. 

In short, we must move on to point b: the clarification of the word 
"communicativity". 

I said in the essay that provoked this debate that the new technical 
stratification - due to a new spirit, the technological one - which has no 
equivalents in the past - and which 1s preparing to form the new type of man 
- modifies and homogenizes all types of languages of the Italian koine, in 
the sense of communication, to the detriment of expressiveness. This 
expressiveness derived from the fact that Italian was fundamentally literary, 
that is, outside of history, and therefore tended to preserve all its historical 
stratifications in a sort of expressive empyrean, which did not have the 
socio-political power to overcome and cancel themselves out. 


Now for the first time, at least virtually and hypothetically (we have to 
deal with Marxism and the working class) this socio-political power exists, 
and for the first time, therefore, at least theoretically, the new linguistic 
stratification is in capable of overcoming the others, and of leveling the 
Italian. 

I said again in the reply quoted in the «Giorno» that while in the other 
linguistically united nations, the technological spirit presents itself as 
evolutionary (at least apparently: in reality Citati himself testifies to violent 
linguistic shocks also in France and the United States), in Italy it presents 
itself as revolutionary, as it coincides with the formation of a hegemonic 
class (at least potentially). 

The first act that I could assume was therefore a strong tendency of 
Italian towards communication, by analogy with the languages that before 
Italian had had a unitary, national experience, due to the presence of a 
hegemonic class identifying with the entire nation. (the monarchies, the 
great bourgeoisies). 

However, what for other nations was an experience lasting centuries - 
and which is now also overturned by the "mutation" of society towards 
technocratic neo-capitalism - for Italy will probably be an experience to be 
burned in a few years or decades : in the very act in which Italian begins to 
become «communicative» in the sense of classical linguistic descriptions 
(France, England etc.), it almost immediately, following the fate of the 
entire capitalist world, passes to the new type of «communicativity », 
precisely that of technological technocracies (to that madly deterministic 
«industrial eternity», which with the production-consumption cycle, as 
Moravia says, tends to replace «natural eternity»). 

Now, the linguistic communicativity of still humanistic industrialization 
was communication in the, let's say, philosophical sense, and expressivity 
itself was nothing other than an expressive "communication", a movement 
of feelings, after all. The "communicativeness" of the world of applied 
science, of industrial eternity, presents itself instead as strictly practical. 
And therefore monstrous. No word will have meaning that is not functional 
within the scope of necessity: the autonomous expression of a "gratuitous" 
feeling will be inconceivable (already the entire bourgeoisie, even the "big 
bourgeoisie" has always been ill-disposed towards confession, sincerity, the 
lack of pretextuality, verbal violence and inappropriateness: and his ideal of 
behavior and therefore of language has always been strictly conformist). 


Linguistic determinism will therefore be the characteristic of technological 
communication. Such communication seems monstrous to us, and, in its 
own way - Citati is right - expressive! But our point of view, behind the last 
bastions of the classical world, is comfortable: and the horror of 
technological communication presents itself as expressive only if put in 
contact with our old idea of communication and expressiveness. 


LINGUISTIC DIARY 


In my pages on «New linguistic questions», the linguistic investigation 
ensured a certain objectivity of diagnosis, which to many seemed like 
impartiality without prospects: while it was clear, it seems to me — 
especially from the somewhat emphatic conclusions — that it was not than a 
preface to possible hypotheses on the work of tomorrow (from the «top of 
our historical-cultural experiences — I was saying — even if perhaps relived 
as disappointment», or in any case, I add, reworked in the new enterprise or 
commitment to «renewal of Marxism») . 

Made explicit or kept implicit, accepted or removed, the political 
background of those pages of mine had a profound effect on the 
interventions, making them, perhaps unintentionally, pretextual. Everyone 
defended his positions in the presumption that they were under attack. The 
bourgeois did not want to accept the fact that the evolution of the capitalist 
world led to the monstrosities of a "communication" of the linguistically 
alienated; furthermore, belonging to elites who variously used traditional 
languages, they felt offended by the unpoetic "ugliness" of technological 
stratification. Therefore they didn't even ask themselves whether my theses 
were reliable or not. 

But even the communists felt their position as a "tendentially hegemonic 
force" (hegemonic therefore also culturally and linguistically) threatened: 
without taking into account that it 1s precisely in the name of the real future 
possibilities of this hegemonic force that I spoke. But naturally outside of 
any direct interest, any possible dirigisme, any tactics, any party honor. 

The linguistic question places the PCI faced with the need to verify the 
real potential and the real objectives of its struggle for hegemony. This is 
the real issue that the PCI must face: and to really face it, 1t must concede - 
without fear of offending its own honor or of simultaneously admitting 
some of its own insufficiencies in the past or present - that there is the 
possibility, or the danger, that "the new technological stratification" actually 
belongs to the (potential) hegemonic class of the new bourgeoisie. The fact 
that each of us, i.e. the entire nation, can be a "user" of that technological 


language - understood, I insist, as a new spirituality or culture - does not 
exclude that the real possession of that language lies with those who 
express the their real existence. 

For us - and generically understood, almost anthropomorphically, for the 
PCI - the technological language is one of the many expressive elements, 
whatever its tendency, while for the technocratic-neocapitalist bourgeoisie it 
is a whole. In an almost metaphysical or universalistic sense, technological 
language can be understood as the language of industrial eternity (according 
to a Moravian definition). In fact, hypothetically, a world would be entirely 
conceivable, entirely occupied at the center by the production-consumption 
cycle, which had the sole technological language as its language: all other 
languages could easily be conceived as "superfluous" (or as folklore 
survivals in slow extinction ). Why, in a world as we can schematically 
imagine it, at the limit of technocratic development, should there be other 
languages, or different linguistic moments, in addition to that of production 
and consumption? Yes, I repeat, they are conceivable: but as "free time 
languages", as "family hobbies". Yes, but always at the limit, we conceive 
that free time as occupied by the man we know; and we presuppose the 
presence of a family that we have experienced. While, in the ultimate and 
apocalyptic vision of industrial eternity as the reproduction of the 
determinism of nature, man will be something else: and his linguistic 
"communication" will no longer function traditionally human... 

I'm joking, of course. But admitting that there is some truth in this 
simplification, it follows that: technological language as a typical and 
necessary language of technocratic capitalism contains within itself a non- 
humanistic, inexpressive future. Instead, technological language as a 
specialized and elliptical "part" of Marxism evidently contains within itself 
a humanistic and expressive future. 

Understand and distinguish why this phenomenon occurs, in what terms 
it occurs, etc. etc. it is one of the fundamental acts of the "renewal of 
Marxism". If this renewal, especially for the PCI - which is considered and 
is at the forefront of this operation - is due to the appearance of new layers 
of reality, to the unexpected development of certain social situations, 
beyond the limits of the predictions of Marx and of Lenin. Everyone knows 
this by now. And the renewal, however, must not take place through a 
rediscovery of Marx, a return to the sources (as the "pure" people of the 
PSIUP or of certain disinterested movements, for example the "Quaderni 


Piacentini" group) tend to do: in this case a renewal of Marxism would 
present itself as one of the many returns to the Gospel in the history of the 
Church: and we know that all such returns have "returned", to the glory of 
the Church. We certainly need to reread Marx and Lenin, but not as we 
reread the Gospel. The "new technological spirit" is an unprecedented fact 
and without equivalents in the past: and it was not predictable, because the 
concrete scientific achievements were not predictable, and therefore the 
quality of their increasingly immense quantity. 

Of course - as many participants in the debate pointed out - the "scientific 
spirit" 1s already a tradition in man and in his language (see the always 
splendid quotes from Gadda abundant in the first issue dedicated by 
Rinascita-Contemporaneo to the question): but this what is new is the 
"technological spirit", i.e. the spirit of applied science, which tends to 
replace its own data with that of nature, and therefore towards a radical 
transformation of human habits. 

In short, on a linguistic level, what happens on a socio-political level is 
reproduced in a less dramatic and more easily observable way: just as total 
industrialization is typical of both neo-capitalism and Marxism, so too is the 
"language of total industrialization" it is typical of both these organizational 
and ideological forms of man. What does the distinction consist of? 

One more thing, before moving on to the particular examinations of the 
various interventions: Citati in the «Giorno» observed that, with all his teeth 
out, a «travel companion» (from the long Latin-bureaucratic periods upset 
by a new contradictory spirit: research speed and precision of 
communication) tended to replace the old, dear, irreplaceable "yes" ("the 
beautiful country where yes sounds"), with a horrendous "exactly". This 
"exact" is not directly technological: but it is the product of the 
technological "principle" of clarity, communicative accuracy, mechanical 
scientificity, efficiency, which becomes monstrous in its initial phase of 
contact with the traditional humanistic and expressive substrate. The 
technological influence is indirect: it is the principle of it being somehow 
transcendent that counts. Television is one of the ways of concreting and 
irradiating this principle. The word "exactly" was the official shout of 
triumph with which Mike Bongiorno welcomed the good solution to the 
quiz. This is evidently the path to the prestige of the word "exactly"; the 
profound linguistic model is in the new technological spirit of industrialized 
Northern Italy until the possible beginning of the technocratic era, but the 


immediate model passes through an infrastructural mediation that deforms 
and will deform it, along an infinite number of linguistic phases. 

Paradoxically, the hypothesis that little by little "exact" replaces "yes" is 
conceivable. And therefore Italy will slowly become the "Beautiful Country 
where the truth rings". What would the PCI have to do with this 
technological fruit? and what measures does it intend to take to ensure that 
its use of technological terminology does not imply responsibility for 
similar results? 

Defending oneself from uncomfortable news by passing it off as old, 
defending oneself from problems by considering them already resolved in 
nature, is a typical operation of common sense. There is no need for me to 
refer to Kant, in relation to common sense, as to everything that is contrary 
to reason, that is, to the covering of dogmatic assertions. Common sense 
("but after all the Italian language is there, it is there, a Neapolitan is 
understood as a Milanese etc. etc.") therefore masks dogmas that have 
expired for normal consumption and have become social ontologies. It is 
not for nothing that Dallamano refers to Stalin, to slap the reader on the 
shoulders, wink at him, and say: «You and I, as old users of the koiné, 
understand each other: let's go and have a glass of wine (« ombra" in 
Venetian, "fojetta" in Roman dialect etc. etc.) and let's not think about it 
anymore! Thus Italian is reduced in the tavern to the historical-cultural level 
of Swaili (a lingua franca manipulated and spread by missionaries in East 
Africa, starting from one of the dialects, and now included in Kenya, 
Tanganyika, Somalia, by Kikuyu, Ghiriama , Masai etc. etc.); or worse: 
here is Italian reduced to a mimetic language, whereby a Neapolitan, 
squeezing the tips of his fingers in his typical gesture, but directing them 
several times towards his half-open mouth, with a distressed and 
questioning air, makes a Tatar understand that he's hungry. 

I am not talking about Arbasino, who is the "Corriere della Sera" of 
common sense", but, due to his character, and the vast ideological aura that 
this implies, also Calvino, in the second part of his speech (since the first is 
very good: where he says that Italian must be observed and diagnosed with 
an internationalistic and comparative spirit: and after all I myself started 
from Bally, that is, from a Franco-German comparative examination, and I 
have never stopped comparing, as far as possible to my knowledge and the 
place of my speech, the Italian situations with those of other languages), in 
the second part of his speech, he shrugs his shoulders and takes on the rude 


air of someone who doesn't want to know: because things are old. But in the 
meantime, even where he talks about codes (in Italy we use critical codes or 
jargons that are not understood abroad, etc., and vice versa; in Italy there is 
a confusion of codes, etc., etc.), he does not take into account a an 
extremely typical and new fact of the world on whose threshold we find 
ourselves together: namely the rapidity of consumption. In "classical" times 
(now we can call them globally that way!) a "code" could be enough for a 
lifetime, because the consumption of ideas was slow (like the clothes they 
used then, often bequeathed from father to son): now the immensely 
increased production of ideas (the quantity of people producing ideas has 
grown millions of times) and the rapidity of circulation burn them quickly: 
and with them they burn their codes. Twenty years ago a Crocean code or a 
positivistic code was enough for the Italian critic, two years ago a stilcritical 
code was enough, now at least a structuralistic code is needed. But it is 
certainly not the moralistic normatives that can provide for the timely and 
systematic elimination of the surviving codes: a moment of 
contemporaneity of the codes can never be eliminated. I don't see why one 
should immediately forget Spitzer for Barthes; and why one should not 
instead try to use them simultaneously, at least until the natural extinction of 
the old's pregnancy. In short, our head must adapt to being a market not 
only of grammatical forms, but also of competing codes. Now, Calvino's 
expressiveness lies in his crazy search for communication, in the invention 
of an Italian that is finally clear, limpid, ironic, snappy, slow: but don't 
present this as a literary rule! The fight, now, is for expressiveness, 
whatever the cost. And don't believe it, Calvino, and with him the entire 
French-rationalist wing, largely overcome by the monstrous international 
presence of the "franglais", that is, technological French and English, now 
partially beyond man's reason , to be able to set aside, for example, dialects. 
Dialects have expired as a problem of dialect-language relationship, 
because the cultural period in which it was believed that the Italianization 
of Italy occurred under the sign of balance and equal contributions of the 
various popular sublanguages has expired - superseded by reality ( 
commitment and neorealism): they have not expired, however, in another 
sense: that is, as a "substrate" of the language unified by the technological 
principle of communication. They will be truly present in the various 
moments, or phases, or linguistic situations through which Italian is about 
to pass, from the moment in which it establishes itself as a national 


language. The health that Calvino ironically says is presupposed in dialects 
is however a currency that has never had currency except in the vernacular 
academies linked to the various regional autonomies (neither in Gadda's 
expressionism, nor in my expressionistic naturalism, have dialects ever 
been conceived with such a ridiculous hygienic halo). 

The disagreement that Calvino declares with my opinion on journalistic 
language offers me the pretext for a general clarification. I was talking 
about a pseudo-rationalism of journalistic language, of its jargon-based 
normativeness based on the pseudo-statistical inference of the public's 
request. An absolutely negative opinion, it seems to me. Calvino, I don't 
know for what reason, finds it positive: hence his disagreement with me. 
Was I dark? Perhaps. Did Calvino read distractedly? Perhaps. However this 
is a fact. I have arrived at the apodictic and impartial statement that "Italian 
was born as a national language", as well as a diagnostician and impartial in 
announcing the presence of an evil. And this seems clear to me precisely 
from the fact that I arrived at this statement after a series of analyses, all 
negative, and even ruthlessly negative (just as a diagnostician notices evil 
from a series of aberrations or dysfunctions). The presence of the 
"technological principle", as a standardizing and modifying and therefore 
nationalizing principle of Italian, was revealed to me through its action - 
initial, but already aberrant and pathological - on the various types of 
language: which, in fact, I all appeared "negative": the language of 
journalism, television, advertising, politics, the common parlance of the 
North, etc. The final statement is therefore only apparently impartial and 
objective: the path I took to get there clearly demonstrates, to anyone who 
does not read with distraction or "academic resentment", that my option and 
my taste are those of a doctor who loves health, and considers health to be 
that enjoyed by the patient in his normal life, prior to the illness, or the 
symptoms of the illness. 

In the «Giorno» of 1/3/65, Calvino returns to the problem: and in order 
not to agree with me (stubborn like a little blue lieutenant who occupies a 
position and does not want to give it up to the enemy), first he says that it is 
not true that the Italian national is being born, but if anything it is dying; 
that today's is an "anti-language" (so called by him because, in his little blue 
lieutenant's ears, aesthetically ugly) (he meant, in short, that today's real 
language is ugly, the one that the linguistic bulletins do not report - but who 
reported Citati, for example, by pricking his ears on the train; and who 


warned Calvino himself very well, entering a police station during the 
drafting of a report) but then he too reaches the conclusion, suggested to 
him by the effective interregionality of the automotive lexicon (spare parts), 
which «will increasingly be this operational language (i.e., as he says, 
scientific-technical-industrial inter-language) that will decide the general 
fate of the language». 

That's exactly what I said! But to admit it, Calvino wanted to formulate 
the question in his own way. Now all he has to do is make an effort as a 
linguist, or socio-linguist, rather than as a literary man as skittish as a 
thoroughbred: and ask himself where that technical-communicative "hyper- 
language" comes from (the exact adjective would be "signage" ), and by 
what means and with what strength it can become the pilot language of 
Italian. 

In short, even Calvino does not accept the substantial political nature of 
the discourse. Calvin too! 

The fact is that each of us writers believes himself, if not a father, at least 
an uncle, a brother-in-law, an older brother, a priest cousin, a mother, a 
nurse, a friend, an Italian godmother: following the example of Dante, 
archetype, who is the "father". But let it be clear that Dante, if we really 
want to continue to offend him, was "the father of literary language", not of 
"language": and that between the users of vocal signs and the users of 
graphic signs there is an abyss. So each of us tends to return fiercely to 
literature: as if literature were the beginning and end of every language. 
And as if the divisions that literature makes between good and bad words 
were somehow normative! Naive Calvin! None of us writers will ever have 
the direct power to remove from the head of a Carabinieri sergeant his 
particular linguistic selectivity, nor the naive idea of "election" that presides 
over it! He does not, no, choose death instead of life when he says "I carried 
out" instead of saying "I did", as his mother taught him: he performs an act 
of linguistic choice: the same as Bassani performs when he says "I went" 
instead of "I went", or "I waited" instead of "I waited" (or rather "I went" or 
"I waited"): only that the model that the brigadier has in his head is one and 
two: the first, archetype, is the one of the latinorum, the second, closest, 
looming (from the wall of his bare office), is the State, in its specifically 
state-specific species: bureaucracy. To these two models, a third is being 
added, which for now turns them upside down, but which has the possibility 
of profoundly modifying them: it is the model of the hyper-language of 


mechanics: the one which has its headquarters in the companies of the 
North , in Milan, in Turin. And it is always his idyllic and surly pre-eminent 
idea of himself as a man of letters that makes Calvino fall into the most 
unexpected mistake (at the moment in which he jokingly "tries" to be a 
prophet): the mistake of seeing the future Italian polarized in two 
languages, an exquisitely technical language, and an exquisitely expressive 
language. This elegant Manichaeism is, in terms of perspective, pure 
madness: it is a racist division of man's functions! Instead, the interregional 
and international "signature" language of the future will be the language of 
a world unified by industry and technocracy (if Marxism, of course, has lost 
the paths of revolution...) and the literati, being men like the others , will 
undergo the mutation of all: 1f however, in some marginal area (Don Milani 
wrote a splendid letter to the missionaries who will survive in China after 
the end of the Church in the West), literati as we conceive them today, in 
our humanistic idyll, they will continue to be there, their "expressive 
Italian" will be totally devoid of recipients (much like Latin expelled from 
churches today). 

Moreover, the Italian writer's habit of identifying the vocal sign with the 
graphic sign is irrepressible: of not conceiving language anywhere other 
than in literature. Clinical case of attachment to one's role - and, in some 
ways, a touching symptom of professional shyness. Even Sereni is unable to 
conceive the possibility of linguistic discourse outside of his own literary 
experience: almost as if - implicitly - literature was truly the guiding 
language of a nation. This misunderstanding is closely connected to 
another: the disinterest in the linguistic problem even under the literary 
species. Subtly boastful disinterest. That is, implying - like any provocation 
- an ontological ideology, based on the substantial presumption of the 
inanity of that problem. Religious agnosticism, and, again subtly, blackmail 
(see also Bassani and Morante): for which it is considered guilty or impure 
to consider the language for what it is, that is, an "instrument": and if in its 
aspect of langue it is thus accepted as a mythical or mystical "gift", in its 
aspect of words it is entirely identified with the inventing ego - on a 
spiritualistic level which has, allow me to say, something too innocent. 

I don't understand why Sereni doesn't find any connections between the 
fact that he doesn't know how to objectively address the "problem of 
language" and the fact that it's difficult if not impossible for him to write 
prose: these are just two aspects of an unrealistic and non-critical, i.e. a 


surviving product of hermetic inhibition. The moment he crosses the limit 
that he has been on the verge of crossing for many years, with the good 
fortune and misfortune of his poetry, and frees himself, as far as it 1s 
possible to free himself - that is, in his conscience - of his madly elegiac 
youth (and he knows it ), the concomitant possibilities of objectifying the 
linguistic problem and writing prose will be released within him. However, 
I do not urge him to do this. I'm not a moralist. Even more so since the 
"language of poetry" has its own diachronic course by definition. (And it is 
only in this diachrony that we can talk about his apparent meta-historicity.) 

Even Vittorini, in his speech (as we will see later), will confront me with 
the presence of an Italian language as the language of workers' protest, in its 
literary species. That is, he is only able to see the literary metaphorization 
of this language of struggle (which in itself would present itself as a 
pathetically oratory stump of the typical "expressive" Italian oratory). In 
this «metaphorical mimesis» of the worker's speech as judge — in the ideally 
victorious moment of his struggle — Italian, according to Vittorini, would 
take the place of dialect (which should reasonably continue to present itself 
as the only linguistic instrument of worker). And he would be an Italian, in 
some way, metaphorically, national, or at least national-popular. I deny that 
this operation is: a) the only possible one, b) national. It 1s not the only 
possible one because the same speech of "conviction" or "victory" of the 
worker-judge could be drawn up through an antithetical operation, that is, 
through a dialectal mimesis: in this case the internal structure of his speech 
- not humilis, not everyday, not naturalistic — would give the dialect the 
dignity of a language. It is not national because I deny that a literary work 
has the possibility of containing a language that objectively does not exist: 
at most, I repeat, one can find a "national-popular" tendency in it: that is, it 
is national on an aesthetic level , not on the linguistic one. 

And again, moving Vittorini's objection from the specifically literary 
context to the broader one of the political struggle, yes, of course, we can 
speak of a strong contribution that the language - born from the political 
interpretation of the workers' need and its intervention from the low in 
national life — gave to the Italianization of Italy. But it 1s a contribution to 
the construction of a possible unitary basis, to the foundations of unity: not 
to unity. 

Here's what I mean: after '70 the Italian bourgeoisie that came to power 
(in tow, as Gramsci observes, of the great European bourgeoisies), taking 


literary Italian as its own language, 1.e. the Italian of the courts, contests 
some typical elements , and knocks them out of the game. It causes the 
prestige to decline and expunges from use (as noted by Prof. Ignazio 
Baldelli, in his oral contribution to the debate) words such as "speme" or 
"vorria". He contests and puts "agrarian classicism" out of play. But to 
replace it with a «petty-bourgeois classicism» (D'Annunzio and the whole 
fascist linguistic election). It is effectively a push from below, 
corresponding to democratic enlargement, the right to vote for all, etc.: 
which immediately receded. The bourgeoisisation of the Latin model 
through bureaucratic spirituality, and the cult of the bourgeois State 
remained paternalistic until the bourgeoisie had the nation solidly in its 
hands: in the first wave of industrialisation, they became authoritarian, and 
the Travets discovered the classical world. 

Now, with the Resistance, there has been a new "push from below", truly 
democratic and popular this time. And, from a linguistic point of view, what 
was your first operation? That of contesting and putting the "petty- 
bourgeois classicism" of fascism out of play. After "speme" and "Vvorria", 
words like "hope" or "radioso" have collapsed. This push from below, made 
of pure content, had two types of linguistic interpretation: a literary one and 
a political one. The literary interpretation consisted of a discovery of real 
and peripheral Italy, popular and dialectal. The post-war commitment was 
concretely realized on this - as I have repeated several times: it, from the 
linguistic point of view, practically consisted of a series of insertions into 
literary works of "direct speeches" (all neo-realism, with his «recordings»), 
and in a series of «free indirect speeches» (all expressionistic naturalism): 
whereby the author always ended up speaking, completely or in part, 
through the language of his popular and dialectal protagonist. It was the 
only concrete and possible way - under the species of epic nature, which the 
objectivity implicit in Marxist ideology guaranteed - to apply the 
Gramscian notion of national-popular to literature: the concomitance of two 
points of view in looking at the world , that of the Marxist intellectual and 
that of the simple man, united in a "contaminatio" of "sublime style" and 
"humble style". 

Even the politician, in his speeches, in his rallies, in his articles, 
performed the same operation: he entered the soul of the worker or farmer, 
grasped the contents of protest, protest and revolution, and expressed them 
translating them into a language that, if not physically popular, was not 


even classicistic. It was scientific. Because Marxist ideology guarantees a 
fundamental scientific spirit in the language. (In this sense it has no reason 
to exist in Italy, where the culture that counts is fundamentally Marxist, the 
"division" of cultures typical of Western countries, identified and 
popularized by Snow.) 

This is why, speaking of the language of politicians - which the new 
technological spirit pushes towards communication, tearing it away from 
the false expressiveness of Latin-based Italian - I mentioned Moro, and not 
Togliatti or Pajetta. The latter two had already made the leap in quality that 
the advanced Christian Democrats are making today. It is true that the 
socialist tradition is bourgeois, and that many layers of bureaucratic 
language muffle the prose of communist speakers and columnists, it is also 
true that many scholastic-Latin revivals explode in moments of emotion and 
peroration: however the whole of the discourse of a communist, as an 
expression of a profound and vast push from below, and as marked by a 
fundamentally scientific spirit, tends towards a synthesis of Italian, and 
presents itself as fundamentally communicative. 

The set of linguistic, or socio-linguistic, phenomena that characterized 
post-war Italy (the push of contents from below, and their national-popular 
or committed interpretation, in literature, science, politics), contributed to 
create a vast unitary base, ready to welcome the complete Italianization of 
Italy through the democratic enlargement guaranteed by the presence of the 
large workers’ parties. This was the path that seemed to all of us to be the 
good and only one: and on it the star of the communist hegemonic dream 
shone. The facts have brought us brutally to reality. That democratic and 
popular path of Italianization has undergone a violent deviation: a new 
phenomenon, the nascent technocracy, still without the conscience and 
perhaps without the will of hegemony, is effectively taking it over. It no 
longer contests the various possible classicisms: it brutally makes them fall 
without ideologicalizing their fall. It replaces its communicative efficiency 
and that's it. In reality, what it tends to contest and put out of play is the 
entire classical and classicistic past of man: that is, humanism. 

There is something fundamental in his presence: therefore practically, if 
we Marxists claim our contribution to the basic unification of Italy, through 
the expressive and political liberation of the popular classes, we must also 
admit that we have worked for the enemy. The nascent hegemony, blindly 
pragmatic, devoid of will and conscience, like a force of nature, finds the 


ground already leveled (in part: that there are still many differences in level, 
Italy is still full of Gods), to spread its anti-humanist spirit in his "sign" 
language. 

Vittorini's proud optimism is a temptation. And so are his ironic cautions. 
He speaks of the improbability of that unified (national) Italian that I was 
baptizing, as "employment relations" would not yet guarantee its unity. 

But in the meantime, we must keep in mind a mistake into which many 
of my friends have fallen when intervening in this debate: that is, taking an 
Italian as present and adult while I instead consider him newborn and 
potential. This is why they then do not recognize him. 

Of course, the "work relations" in the South do not guarantee the unity of 
Italian, since, in the South, the dialects remain within the scope of a 
"peasant language": that is, they belong to the classical world (agricultural, 
artisanal, first feudal then bourgeois) to which also belong the capitals of 
that peasant world, Palermo, Naples, Rome. But how does this "peasant" 
world position itself (or rather how does it begin to position itself, or how 
does it potentially position itself) in the unitary Italian world? As a 
"surviving culture". Exactly as every classical peasant world presents itself 
in an era in which agriculture is about to be industrialized. If I saw a farmer 
from the South twenty years ago - in my ignorance as a classical Italian and 
without the critical experience of the capitalist world - I could think of his 
condition as "eternal". If I see him today, I understand that he is about to 
disappear. In Ragusa (ENI), in Taranto (steelworks) it is on the verge of 
disappearing, after a very violent crisis due to the clash, in the same soul, 
between illiteracy and specialization, between Bourbon anarchy and 
membership of the CGIL. 

Today, however, we are in a transition phase: the relationship between 
North and South is no longer colonialist, but neocolonialist. In the "work 
relationship" between a southern farmer and the land (the trees, the plow) 
there is a diaphragm, the awareness of another type of relationship, which 
his son, who emigrated to Milan or Torino, already realizes and lives . In 
this diaphragm, in this light, messianic alteration of the working 
relationship with the land, is the beginning of real national unity. After all, 
the entire "Third World", which is a classic peasant and petty-bourgeois 
world, therefore today (as both Marx and Lenin said) presents itself as a 
world of the future, not of the past. That diaphragm, that alteration are 
aspects of the dynamic that pushes former slave populations, agricultural 


underclasses, tribes, towards a sort of synthesis, in a scandalously 
dialectical relationship with the rationality of industrialized countries and 
with Marxism. 

Now, for a truly "rational" intervention on language, according to 
Gramsci's thought, we must have the courage to look reality in the face. 
Marxism does not know, or knows badly, how to fit into this "scandalously 
dialectical" relationship between the petty-bourgeois peasant irrationalism 
of the Third World (including the Italian South) and liberal capitalist 
rationalism. This inclusion, it is clear, implies first of all a recovery of 
internationalism and an overcoming of a certain recent tradition of the 
"national paths to socialism". But all this, however, does not mean 
comfortably ignoring concrete particularisms: for example, dialects and 
small national languages (politically: Sicily's relationship with the Milan- 
Turin axis, in a neo-capitalist context with Marxist opposition; or the 
relationship of the Slovaks with the Chekiceks or of the Transylvanians 
with the Romanians, in a socialist context) must arise as new problems, not 
as old problems. 

We would be boring post-Stalinists, on the other hand, if we did not 
confess that, unless there is a violent reversal of the situation, both at an 
ideological and philosophical level and at the level of political practice, 
Italy's near future will be characterized from technocratic industrialisation, 
and in this context the struggle takes shape, albeit still chaotically, between 
conservative forces (Milan liberalism, no longer Neapolitan) and labor 
forces (the centre-left). 

The PCI and the PSI were able to adopt the average language of the 
bourgeoisie (on Dante's side...) as long as this bourgeoisie was a dominant 
and archaic class, i.e. user of a deeply irrational French-literary Italian 
language, as «res communis omnium»: but at the moment in which this 
class "tends" to become hegemonic (still outside its consciousness and its 
will) the linguistic relationship must change; and everyone must take 
responsibility for him. 

The "international" language that Vittorini speaks of (with a certain 
optimism) is instead itself the language of the new forms of capitalism, and 
it is through the new forms of Italian capitalism that we perceive it and 
begin to adopt it. This international language has nothing to do with English 
as we are used to hearing it, but it is the one that produces the horrors (to 
our humanistic ears) of a new language in which civil and philosophical 


communication and human expressiveness and poetics are transcended by 
"signal communication": that is, by a communication of men who are no 
longer men. Monstrously expressive, in his way! 

And so: the immensity of the implications of the socio-political problem 
perhaps mean that it becomes abstract to set it up under the guise of an 
explicitly socio-political intervention. But on the specific problem of 
language (it is not the phrase "the Bel Paese where the exact sounds" that 
seems monstrous and unrecognizable to us, but the socio-political 
implication, the "spirit" that dictates it), the PCI could attempt a criticism of 
himself and a verification of his own revolutionary relationships with 
evolving reality. It is a problem, the linguistic one, which is not found in the 
"decision-making" zone (as Moro would say), at least apparently: and yet it 
is there that the principles of the "reintegration" of Marxism in today's 
Italian reality can be outlined, which tends - in a brutal conception of the 
world that "is made" pragmatically, almost without theoretical reflection 
other than pretextual or mythological - to push it to the margins, or leave it 
behind. This is the real problem. Nobody feels the need for a new linguistic 
controversy. 


TO THE READER 


Since this is, better than a collection of essays, a "white paper" on the 
linguistic question, I have not carried out the self-selection and revision that 
is done in cases where an author feels committed to his own prestige. I have 
given these texts as "documents" and the references to the interventions of 
others as "attachments". The research is ongoing, the book is open. 
Ultimately, it is a question of understanding whether a deduction like mine 
(«Italian was born as a national language») and the attached prophecy (it 
will be a signal Italian, a branch language of the great anthropological 
evolution which concerns the development of neo-capitalism throughout the 
industrialized world), serves some purpose or not; how we should react to 
it; if a writer is placed in a kind of anguished fatalism in the face of which 
there is nothing to be done, or if he is urged to continue his linguistic 
research more doggedly. Of course, this concerns less the user of the 
graphic «langue» as potential «parole», than the user of the graphic 
«langue» of pure and simple communication, even with statistical 
prevalence of the oral meaning of it. In short, I want to repeat it at the 
outset, this is not the old linguistic "dispute" about Italian. If only because, 
for example, the Italian dialects are no longer part of a national 
particularistic world, but are part of a dialectal world by definition, which 
includes about half of the living, and which stands in a scandalous 
dialectical relationship with the entire industrialized world, neo-capitalist or 
socialist. In short, the Italian linguistic question makes sense only if 
analyzed comparatively: with the similar technological evolutions of the 
capitalist world, and with the various relationships between concrete but 
particularistic languages and abstract but widely communicated languages, 
which arise as urgent problems in Arab countries, in the new African 
nations, in India etc. 

As for these pages, they are written - and the reasons are the reasons for 
the book themselves - on this side of style: in a functionality that I struggle 
to recognize adopted by someone like me who, even as a writer of critical 
notes, had never could have forgotten that he was a maker of literary pages. 


Some are articles written in two hours for a newspaper, with the timidity of 
someone who fails to follow their own specific morals. 

When the pages are not hypocritically jotted down according to the 
canons of immediate consumption, then they are notes or fragments of a 
diary: and they are certainly among the least cheerful that I have ever 
written - and I have certainly never written cheerful things, especially on 
the side of private life, or at the point where private life and public life 
meet: but these are particularly distressing if only because, in the course of 
the confused investigations, the "desire for style" has disappeared, with the 
infinite vital patience that it contains. 


FROM THE LABORATORY (Poet Notes for a Marxist Linguistics) 


1) All of Gramsci's youthful pages are written in bad Italian. Gramsci 
was not precocious; he went through all the typical phases of a young 
southerner who becomes Italianized in Turin. His maternal contributions 
were the strictly particularistic ones of Sardinia, his paternal ones were an 
Italianization from the Ciociaro, of a father employed by the State; his 
childhood and early adolescence were from a peasant background, and 
Italian must have sounded like a foreign language to the non-Italian- 
speaking Sardinians of Ghilarza (and probably more closely related to 
America than to Italy); the first Italian, Gramsci, will have heard it 
resounding in the mouths of those "self-styled" literature professors who 
taught at the private gymnasium of Santo Lussurgiu. (And, given that they 
had to demonstrate their license even if unsolicited, theirs naturally had to 
be a continuous and caricatural attempt to approximate purism and 
emphatic humanism.) Gramsci, a poor marked boy, lived and deeply 
internalized every event of his childhood; so much so that throughout his 
life he had to suffer his dedication as a shame and an impediment; he will 
therefore also have deeply absorbed that first official Italian, who 
represented culture, liberation. In fact, all of his writings, up to and 
including «Ordine Nuovo», bear as a mark that absurd acquisition, that false 
liberation. It seems impossible that a man like Gramsci was not able to 
immediately shake off that language incapable of expressing anything other 
than feelings. In short, it seems to us that a man devoted to rationality like 
Gramsci was should have suddenly dropped the emphatic expressiveness of 
literary Italian, due to the very presence of his vocation. But from 1914 to 
1919 in part, his language is only capable of capturing, in ideas, the 
sentimental or passionate moment: with some intensity of the typical Vocian 
irrationalism, in the best cases which are very rare; for the rest, that 
language is entirely humanistic on the romantic "side", probably because 
humanism was directly and tumultuously translated from proto-socialist 
humanitarianism, which was the most immediate linguistic ancestry to 
which Gramsci could reasonably look (and which he would never have 


most forgotten: because it is probably to it, mythologized and purified, that 
Gramsci perhaps unconsciously referred when he thought of a possible 
language of communist hegemony; and in any case it is to this language of 
Marxist humanism, reinforced by the spirit of the Resistance, that they refer 
again, as a possible hegemonic language of communism, many politicians 
today). We need to arm ourselves with the patience of philologists, and 
resort to all the love that a figure like that of Gramsci inspires, to be able to 
read his pages from those five years. 

The first type of language that causes the expressive-humanitarian 
emphasis of the young Gramsci to decline is the language of science: that 
is, a non-Italian language (especially in those years). Therefore, an initial 
emphatic humanistic phase (that of every good southern young man who 
goes back to Italy) is followed by a Frenchizing phase. Not for nothing, 
after all, the city of his Italianization is Turin. And, in the Frenchizing 
phase, the tradition of Turin culture certainly matters: although the main 
fact is the direct reading of the original "texts" of the new cultural phase. 
The French influence, acting in a linguistic body as fragile, inconsistent, 
empty as Gramsci's Italian was, has once again had extreme and dramatic 
effects. Not so much for the presence of direct Frenchisms, but for the 
insecurity that communicative and scientific French gives to expressive and 
irrationalistic Italian. In two pages of Gramsci from 1919 I can underline 
the words and expressions: «interrupted», «mobilised», «irrevocable 
devastation», «it was not generated due to our political action» (where 
«per» stands for «due to of"), "exterminated communities of pain and 
expectation", "services". Not to mention a word that returns eternally: that 
is, "workshop" instead of "factory" (which began to prevail from 1919 
onwards). 

It is only with «Ordine Nuovo», that is, with the first maturation of an 
original Gramscian thought through experiences lived as one's own (and 
shyness always pushed Gramsci to live impersonally) that his language 
begins to become first possible, then somehow absolute. 

However, the primitive awkwardness of a shy schoolboy, who makes 
jokes and puns of a cultured professor, with Latin quotations etc., will 
reappear, less and less frequently, every time Gramsci gives "written form" 
to a feeling rather than an idea, or to the halo and sentimental aftermath of 
the idea (therefore, very often, in controversies or invectives). 


Gramsci had overcome the irrationality of the literary language adopted 
by the Italian bourgeoisie with unity, through a long and almost religious 
training in rationality: so that, every time he had to express a thought, the 
language disappeared and shone through the thought. Perhaps, analyzed 
coldly, and regardless of what it says, this language may still appear, to a 
purist, to a sensitive linguist, "ugly"; that 1s, humiliated by the grayness of 
manuals, by political jargon, by the language of translations, by an indelible 
professional and French-like background. But all this is made irrelevant by 
its functionality which makes it, in some way, absolute. However, when a 
fragment of the ancient compressed and eradicated irrationality is 
discovered, Gramsci - who had not trained to dominate it linguistically - 
becomes prey to it, and his language falls back into the casualness and 
emphasis of the first pages of a boy. Only in the letters from prison, towards 
the end of his life, does he manage to make irrationalism and the exercise of 
reason coincide: but it is not, however, the irrationalism that haloes or 
follows, as if out of sentimental impetus or polemical anger, the reason of 
political thought. Because in this case, irrationalism always hides an 
ideological insufficiency, the lack of a connection in reasoning. 

And in fact, as a young man, Gramsci hid in the expressive casualness of 
his Italian the voids of political inexperience, or, better said, the voids of the 
socialism to which he adhered. 

Rather, towards the end of his life, it is a question of giving voice to a 
story or evocation even to the most humble and casual facts of life, to that 
bit of mystery and irrational that every life has in abundance, and which is 
the "poeticness natural” of life. Then the rationalistic habit that has 
dominated the language without taking it into account, in contact with that 
dominated irrational element (no longer a lack of connections or a void of 
reason, but a mystery that reason recognizes) is colored with a patheticness, 
which Who knows through what miraculous osmosis or unconscious 
exchange that occurs in the depths of a language, it makes us think of 
certain pathetic but lucid, and always kept low, passages by Umberto Saba: 


No, communism 
it will not obscure beauty and grace! 


2) At this point I wondered what Gramsci's oral language was. 


I inquired about Terracini (whom I had just heard a commemoration of 
his friend, written in a style that, indeed, Saba of the Shortcuts and Tales, or 
of the Autobiography would have envied him; and in an oral Italian with a 
profoundly dialectical structure, it is true, with diagrams of mysterious 
origin, and yet effective and intense), which answered me, what I expected, 
no more and no less. 

When writing, Gramsci certainly used a very "spoken" Italian: the 
technicalities were still of political provenance, as they were terms of 
Marxist science. But these technicalities, as we know, are interprofessional 
(so to speak), except for certain trade union aspects, which require 
specialization. There are also in Gramsci, as we have seen, some emphatic 
passages: of an emphatic tradition, however, not Italian - the Italian 
tradition produced D'Annunzio in those times. And we know the oral 
counterpart of this centralistic tradition (D'Annunzian): the survivors of 
nationalism still use it (at least they used it until two or three years ago): 
allowing it to survive until the sixties, together, let's say, with the high ranks 
of the army, the «diction» of aestheticizing authoritarianism. It is a 
particular «birignao», probably born at the same time as the theatrical one. 

(Naturally I am groping almost in a vacuum: there is no series of 
documents [of recordings] to consult or to attach to these pages of mine. 
Italians have never been phonologists! If by chance there is some recording, 
it does not date back further than the year of the invention of recorders. Not 
much, compared to the "continuity" of the Italian oral tradition, even if we 
want to be interested in this tradition from the years around the unification 
of Italy onwards.) 

Gramsci, speaking, therefore used two oral languages or two oral 
linguistic traditions in diachrony at the same time. 

In the event that he read one of his writings aloud, on the one hand he 
orally pronounced written words, which presented themselves as such to the 
listener (whose ears, in this case, were a mediation to present the words in 
question to the visual imagination). how many written words); on the other 
hand he aligned phonemes according to diagrams, accentuations, voice 
supports, etc. etc. who were in a purely formal relationship of coexistence 
with that written language: like poor relatives dressed in the clothes of rich 
relatives. 

The three fundamental elements of Gramsci's Italian pronunciation, that 
is, the Sardinian dialect pronunciation, the Piedmontese dialect 


pronunciation, the pronunciation of the Italian bureaucratic-professional 
small bourgeoisie which was beginning to create an oral koiné around the 
Florentine oral canon - are all immensely inferior elements of level to the 
"written language" of Gramsci (Hegel and Marx, the most advanced French 
culture, a profound and in its own way perfect reading of the Italian classics 
etc. etc.). 

The uncertainty, the poverty, the misery, the generic nature of Gramsci's 
oral language (like that of every Italian man of culture from then to today) 
is not proportionate to the security, the richness, the absoluteness of many 
of his written pages. 


3) The opposite also happens: I have never heard recordings by Duse or 
Petrolini: I don't know if I would like them or not: but I am willing to admit 
the principle that their dictions were fascinating, even if the written text was 
of second order. In this case the diachrony between written and spoken 
language serves to mask the written language, to mystify it, to present it for 
what it is not, etc. etc. (Mussolini had also invented a remarkable oral 
language: indeed the system of meanings to which he referred is difficult to 
reconstruct through the visual reading of his speeches: it is much better 
reconstructed through the listening reading of the recordings. However, 
even there there is the presence of two languages in diachrony. ) 

Saba read his poems wonderfully (here we have the documents, 1.e. the 
recordings): the simultaneously modest and shameless patheticness with 
which he said his words entrusted to the mysterious metric means of 
locomotion of his hendecasyllables "at ground level", is an extraordinary 
phenomenon of "theatre". The structural elements of this diction are two: 
the Trieste pronunciation, local to the point of ridiculousness (the «fasista 
abiéto»), and a particular «allure» of its melodic register, a particular idea of 
the diagrams of the pronounced sentence. (This particular idea is probably 
of Slavic origin. There are pieces which, with a completely different 
character, pathos etc. etc. etc. Evtushenko reads in the same way. I believe 
that Saba influenced Noventa and Levi, and, through them, Bassani and 
Garboli on one side, Vigorelli on the other etc. etc. In short, there is a whole 
particularistic tradition of "people of the trade" who have imprinted a vague 
and remote Slavic stamp on their diction: it would seem to be a recent but 
fairly widespread tradition and now rooted in Italian literary circles [which 
contrasts with the diction of RAI or TV actors].) 


A series of Slavic cadences can also be found in communist political 
speeches. Especially in lists (of things, facts or supporting elements) and in 
clauses. The psychological element that plays in this oral mimesis of 
Russian speech in the establishment of situations, in the accentuations of 
the sentence, in the trochaic rhythm of the final lines etc. it is, first of all, a 
type of emphasis that is not found in the Italian tradition: it is an emphasis 
of a humanitarian, messianic, prophetic and profoundly moralistic nature 
(just as the Puritan peasant peoples are moralistic). An emphasis which, 
however, is not completely accepted by the speaker, for fear, almost, that it 
could be taken for another emphasis, or for emphasis tout-court (which is 
typical, in Italy, of the rhetorical, sensual, lawyerly bourgeoisie etc. etc.) 
and therefore becomes gray and represses himself as much as possible. 
From the humble provincial protester (of any province, but especially in the 
North: indeed, one can say that fundamentally the Slavic diagram passes 
through Turin), to an intellectual when he speaks in public, to Ingrao, to 
Alicata, to Togliatti himself, everyone within their oral phrasing - especially 
if improvised - they use a series of similar supports and defenses: and, 
especially, I repeat, in the lists and clauses of the periods, the Slavic allure 
comes out quite recognisably. Listen to how often the improvised sentences 
end with the words "of our country" (which would be Italy: but this name is 
kept silent out of modesty, as it is rhetorical in itself, or out of restraint, as it 
implies a type of nationalism not national-popular). Now this "our country" 
is pronounced like this, with strong support of the voice on the accents: 
"delno stropaé se". 


4) Well, so what? These are just observations of custom, or a little more 
or a little better. But my ambition here is not great, so much so that the 
program of these pages of mine was initially to contest the writing on 
Stalin's language: and I therefore find myself at the crossroads, at a level of 
current cultural-political debate. Between phonation and audition, I have 
posed problems that do not exist for phonetics: let's consider the entirely 
theoretical need for a "linguistic atlas" of the dialectizations of the oral 
koine. But Italians have never had any linguistic Atlas that concerns them 
present in their conscience: the lower middle class also faces the problem of 
its language, always sub specie aeternitatis. If the "study of the sounds of 
speech" is neglected in our homeland, "the study of the sounds of language" 
is even more so. In short, it would be necessary for the shadows of those 


phonologists to descend from old Prague into our Asaussurian context: to 
see and say what the Italian phonic institution is, if it exists: whether the 
one chosen with a notarial deed - the Florentine phonation - works, or how 
it comes to form a "real" phonic structure, intersecting and mixing with the 
disparate particularistic phonations etc. etc. (What are the particularities of 
a phonic image that participate in the distinctive oppositions - and form that 
"whole solidarity for functional oppositions" which would be the language - 
with which the Italian phonemes coincide, if on the one hand - and not 
using the dialect, but the national linguistic institution — one says «roza», 
«tempo», «tea», on the other hand one says «rosa», «dembo», «te»’?). 

If then "a phoneme is not required to strictly conform to the phoneme 
most commonly used by the linguistic community, but rather to be 
sufficiently differentiated from the other phonemes used by the speaker" - 
linguistic freedom that Italians enjoy due to lack of alternatives, that is, as 
slavery -, to what extent these signs are socially demarcative, to what extent 
the phonetic word coincides with the grammatical word (the legend is the 
absolute coincidence - yes, but only for the Florentines, perhaps, and not 
even, given, let's say, aspirations: for half of Italy they write "tempo" and 
generally say "dembo" etc. etc.)? 

These are not the problems of my notes. However, from what I badly 
said, without proof other than the possible verifiability of my observations 
(I am neither a phonetician nor a phonologist), it can emerge that: 

a) We Italians concretely experience the tendency of a structure to be 
another structure: we experience its movement of modification, due to its 
internal desire to modify itself. 

That is: the phonic institution, the "real structure" of our phonation is 
always that of a dialectized koine: my "all phonetic solidarity" includes 
"roza" "time" "tea", among my "functional oppositions" there are no ‘is a 
voiced «s» between two vowels etc.: however I experience the tendency of 
this «real structure» of mine to conform to other «real structures» (for 
example, given that I am resident in Rome, to certain habits of Roman 
phonation) , or and above all to conform to a possible national linguistic 
institution - the infamous cultured Florentine. My language therefore does 
not consist of a stable structure, but experiences the motor restlessness, the 
need for metamorphosis of a structure that wants to be another structure. 

But I will return to this in more detail in a subsequent paragraph, no 
longer starting from general observations as a non-expert, but from a 


concrete experience lived as an author: and therefore with some greater 
reliability. 

b) The ongoing, violent, substantial, philosophical contradiction between 
oral language and graphic language - which as far as I know, and perhaps I 
know badly, linguists have only taken into consideration for laboratory 
operations, almost an episodic fact, for the convenience of study. If a 
phonologist deals with phonation (through recordings, that is, studying 
language as something that extends and happens in time), he keeps in mind 
a radical and profound unity of this with the written language (which 
extends and happens in space) . It seems to me - and in Italy we radically 
experience this drama - that between oral language and graphic language 
there is the clash between two different and opposing structures. Certain 
phenomena that are not only linguistic are implemented and understood 
only by considering the oral language as a language in itself, which only 
casually and episodically also becomes written. 


5) On a morning in the summer of 1941 I was on the external wooden 
balcony of my mother's house. The sweet and strong Friuli sun beat down 
on all that expensive rustic material. On my 1940s beatnik head, eighteen 
years old; on the worm-eaten wood of the staircase and the balcony leaning 
against the grainy wall that led from the courtyard to the granary: to the 
large bedroom. The courtyard, despite the profound intimacy of its sun, was 
a kind of private road, because the Petron family had the right of passage 
there since the years before my birth: whose farmhouse was there, 
illuminated by its sun, a little more mysterious, behind a gate whose wood 
was even more worm-eaten and venerable than that of the balcony: and you 
could glimpse, always in the heart of that other sun, the piles of manure, the 
basin, the beautiful weed that surrounds the vegetable gardens: and far 
away, at the bottom, if you pulled your neck, like in a painting by Bellini, 
the pre-Alps were still intact and blue. What did we talk about before the 
war, that is, before everything happened and life presented itself as it is? I 
do not know. They were conversations about this and that, of course, of 
pure and innocent storytelling. Before being what they really are, people 
were still, in spite of everything, like in dreams. However, it is certain that I, 
on that balcony, was either drawing (with green ink, or with the tube of 
ocher oil paint on cellophane), or writing verses. When the word ROSADA 
rang out. 


It was Livio, a boy from the neighbors across the street, the Socolari, 
who was speaking. A tall boy with big bones... Just a farmer from those 
parts... But kind and shy like some children of rich families are, full of 
delicacy. Because the peasants, as we know, Lenin says, are petty 
bourgeois. However, Livy certainly spoke of simple and innocent things. 
The word "rosada" pronounced on that sunny morning was but an 
expressive hint of his oral liveliness. 

Certainly that word, in all the centuries of its use in Friuli which lies on 
this side of the Tagliamento, had never been written. It had only ever been a 
sound. 

Whatever I was doing that morning, painting or writing, I certainly 
stopped immediately: this is part of the hallucinatory memory. And I 
immediately wrote some verses, in that Friulian dialect of the right of the 
Tagliamento, which until that moment had only been a set of sounds: I 
began first by making the word ROSADA graphic. 

That first experimental poem disappeared: what remained was the 
second, which I wrote the next day: 


It will be a gloomy evening, such a fossal 
do you believe the aga... 


Where does my love for oral language come from? So much so that I 
have now come, twenty-five years after the first written adoption of a sound 
- of a pure sound, emitted by the mouths of pure speakers - to think of oral 
language as a category distinct from every "langue" and every "parole" , a 
kind of hypo, or meta-structure of every linguistic structure (there is no 
sign, however arbitrary, which, without interruption, across tens of 
millennia, cannot be traced back to the cry, that is, to the biologically 
necessary oral linguistic expression )? 

In any case, I would ask linguists not to read these two pages that follow 
as written by one of their own: but by a writer who, thanks to his world, 
generalizes some of his observations on the margins of books eagerly and 
recently confiscated. 


6) Every language is a set of many languages, which have abstractions in 
common, such as lexicon and grammar. The most common distinctions are: 


language of structure and language of superstructure (which is the main 
distinction of Marxism) and «langue» and «parole» (which is the main 
distinction of structuralism, of sociological linguistics). 

The main distinction that I would like to propose is: oral language and 
oral-graphic language. This would bring into relation, by separating the 
elements, the other two traditional distinctions, from whose fusion it would 
result that the real distinction within a language could be the following: 
langue oral-structural graphics, and parole oral-superstructural graphics. 

The word "oral" is there, in the two horns of the distinction, like a ghost. 
And in fact a ghost is, since it 1s a linguistic category, which is only real at 
the limit (wild populations). 

In practice, a language of use is distinguished as follows: from the oral- 
graphic langue downwards, and from the oral-graphic langue upwards. 

Below 1s the purely oral language and nothing but oral. 

Above are the languages of culture, the infinite «paroles» (which 
however are never, like the oral language, only written and nothing other 
than written, they always continue to be oral too). 

This ghost of vocality - which belongs, at the limit, to a different human 
moment of civilization, to another culture - persisting alongside orality- 
graphics, continually doubles its nature: it continually represents one of its 
archaic historical moments, and at the same time its vital necessity and its 
type. 

At the limit (the savages: which I treat here without many compliments) 
the oral language and nothing but oral is communicative (even at the level 
of biological necessity): at the other limit (the intellectual elite of an 
industrialized society) it is at the same time communicative and expressive 
(let's be clear: it can also be, for an overwhelming percentage, 
communicative, as in deeds or notarial deeds, or for an equally 
overwhelming percentage, expressive, as in certain verses by Rimbaud). 

There is therefore a mediating moment between these two languages, the 
biologically communicative one, and the communicative-expressive one: 
this mediating moment which ensures the uniqueness of the language is the 
Saussurian "langue", in its sense of oral-graphic langue. 

Vocal language, only instrumental, is a "container": it presents itself as 
uncritical in the face of reality, whose contents it denotes on a purely 
deterministic level. In short, it is the language of the principle of necessity. 


The language of the superstructure, oral-graphic, instrumental- 
expressive, is not a pure and simple container of the contents of the 
consciousness of reality, that is, of culture: but it 1s consciousness and 
culture itself: 1t 1s a direct and immediate product of the superstructure as a 
moment of liberation from necessity, and the invention of other necessities, 
determined perhaps economically but not naturally: moral, religious, 
spiritual, literary necessities, etc. 

This leap in quality between the two languages is the ideal moment of 
man's passage from the prehistoric phase to the historical phase (each to his 
own: I keep Lévi-Strauss in mind). The transition from the pure and simple 
oral relationship with nature, to the oral-written relationship with work and 
society. 

Perhaps the most important characteristic of oral language is that of the 
preservation of a certain meta-historical unity through the continuous 
stratifications and survivals of each language. 

No "oral substrate" is lost: it dissolves in the new oral language, 
amalgamating with it, and therefore concretely representing continuity. 

If it were possible to make a history of "oral language" alone, there 
would never be a break in continuity. 

On the contrary, in making a history of the "oral-graphic language", as is 
customary, historical accidents must be continuously noted, or, in any case, 
their stratifications can be analysed. 

While the stratification of oral substrates, in the evolution of societies, is 
continuous, the stratification of oral-graphic substrates leaves traces: 
revolutions and restorations, progress and regress, etc. 

Naturally, through the institutional language or langue the two languages 
are in such an incessant relationship that they are practically, in various 
historical moments, one language. 

The «langue» brings into relation the ideally only oral language and the 
ideally only graphic language, in a double way: that is, the vocal language 
can be part of the language of the superstructure through the cultured 
speakers or through the steps, in any way cultural, of the speakers simple; 
and vice versa, the graphic language can be an oral (prehistoric) language 
through the re-spoken adoption of its descended and vulgarized terms. The 
two linguistic levels are put in contact with each other through a circulation 
that can be expressed graphically with the sign I cross the oral-graphic 
langue. 


A history of the oral language is therefore not possible: a) because, as I 
have already noted, the previous structures merge with the structures 
present in a historical continuum that can no longer be broken down; b) 
because the oral-graphic language, when it is deposited in the oral structure, 
through the circulation routes established by the «langue», merges therein 
in a continuity no longer susceptible to analysis. 

On the other hand, even superstructural languages, in revolutionary 
moments, cannot undergo violent and radical changes: because the 
revolution (we are in a scheme, in a laboratory, on a blackboard) transforms 
the structure, but the vocal language or "containing the needs of the 
previous structure" is maintained, and changes the contents without 
changing itself: just as a glass can be filled with water or wine while still 
remaining the same glass. The superstructure, it is true, that 1s, as in our 
scheme, the actual culture, tends to change if not immediately, then with a 
certain sometimes dramatic rapidity: and since the oral-graphic language, or 
only graphic, is nothing other than culture, a direct emanation of culture, 
also tends to change. But it is still langue, with the circulation relationship 
with the vocal language — which, through violent revolutions, remains 
unchanged — that slows down the process of transformation of 
superstructural languages and plays it down. 

I would like to explain myself, in an absolutely schematic way, taking 
French as an example. I don't care about all the long precedents. I would 
like to take it at the moment in which the «langue» is established. In this 
topical, didactic and completely unreal point, what picture do we see? 

a) An oral language, which is ONE, spoken by the living French, and 
which is a historical "continuum" formed by the "continuation" in it, 
without interruption, of 1) previous structures (Proto-French, Latin, 
Frankish newly romanized, the pre-Roman Frankish etc. etc. down towards 
the prehistory of the Franks), 2) of deposited oral-graphic superstructures 
and level descents (the civilization of the municipal bourgeoisie, the 
Carolingian civilisation, the medieval civilisation, the Roman civilisation, 
the pre-Roman Frankish civilization etc., c.s.). This purely instrumental 
"continuum" of vocal or "necessity-containing" language is unanalyzable 
like everything for which a beginning, an end or a moment of immobility 
cannot be established. 

b) A «langue» constituted by the stabilization of monarchical centralism 
which identifies itself with the entire nation, and in which the entire nation 


substantially identifies itself (with protests of pure protest). This «langue» 
brings the pure «vocal language», existing in the way described above, into 
contact with the «oral-graphic language» which is the language of its 
superstructure (of its culture, military, agricultural, artisanal, commercial, 
scientific, religious , literary): even without making it a synthesis, because 
the two languages are not in a dialectical relationship, the first being a fact 
that arises and moves as a natural reality (it 1s, in principle, the relationship 
of man with nature, prehistoric and unconscious: purely deterministic): and 
therefore does not arise as a "thesis", but as a platform, or, indeed, a fact. 

c) A language of the superstructure, graphic, cultural, in its two 
communicative and expressive moments. The communicative moment is 
entirely contained in the «langue» which places it in downward relation 
with the vocal language: so that the two needs, the deterministically natural 
one and the deterministically social one, are in symbiosis. The expressive 
moment is contained partly in the "langue" both oral and written: partly - 
presenting itself as typical - in literary or poetic works: in the "parole". 

What happens to the French Revolution on our blackboard? 

a) the vocal language remains identical (only superstructural parts of the 
superseded and nullified monarchic-aristocratic structures have descended 
into it): but the historical "continuum" ensures its perfect imparticipation. It 
continues to be the container it has always been. And it is not modified by 
the new "decreased" contributions, which are a pure question of quantity. 
The innocent diachronic functionality of simple speakers has no 
interruption, it is a continuum, which occupies the entire human time, and is 
therefore a static entity (in other words, it does not follow one another in 
time, but is whole at all times). In this static continuum of the purely 
phonetic language, the speakers said "rwa" and "batayon" before the 
Revolution and continue to say "rwa" and "batayon" after the Revolution. It 
is not class struggles and revolutions that affect the continuation of the 
purely oral language: it has other timetables, other rhythms and other times, 
on which those of social struggles and abrupt structural changes have an 
insignificant impact. 

b) The "langue", however, appears to have changed: in fact the "social 
language", previously dominated by the monarchical-feudal model, regains 
its own reality and is updated. Were they called artificially, due to a now 
unreal historical determination (if for centuries the bourgeoisie had been 


undermining the aristocratic monarchy) "rwe" and "battaillon"? Well, now 
they say «rwa» and «batayonm». 

c) Those concretions of the «langue» which are the individual «paroles», 
consequently, also change: the new languages of the cultural elites are also 
characterized by the violent recovery of the reality of the oral language: and 
they enter quite abruptly (quite and not entirely, because the bourgeois 
language of the Enlightenment had prefigured them, creating their own pre- 
revolutionary tradition) in a new phase of civilization, for which the 
linguistic, terminological and stylistic model of the court was first replaced 
by the model of the bourgeois intellectual elites , and then from the model 
of the first technical languages of industrial organization, or languages of 
infrastructures. 

(Doing this same analysis on Russia before and after the Revolution, 
what results would we have? The only thing I feel I can affirm is that the 
languages as purely phonetic languages have continued their static 
evolution imperturbably, which «is all in all the time". I don't know 
Russian, not even a little, so I can make some observations on the second 
and third points, the "oral-graphic langue" and the "special languages" of 
the high levels. There is only, in our opinion knowledge, the pamphlet of 
Stalin's bad conscience: which therefore appears as a naive justification of 
the lack of prestige of a revolutionary elite that replaced, as a model of high 
languages - especially literary language - the model constituted until then 
by Western culture - futurism , Russian formalism etc. etc. — 1.e. the failure 
of the «continuation of the revolutiom».) 

Returning to France and the other capitalist nations affected by the 
"internal revolution", due to the application of science - which thus presents 
itself as the most important moment of humanity after that of the first 
sowing along the Nile twelve thousand years ago - which, laying the 
foundations of agricultural and artisan civilization, it remains the dominant 
sign of all human history and art until a few years ago - what is, 
linguistically, the most sensational fact? 

I would say that it is the substitution, as a linguistic model, of the 
languages of infrastructures for the languages of superstructures. 

In fact, from that first sowing up to the capitalist moment of "free 
competition", the linguistic models that dominate a society and make it 
linguistically unitary are the models of the cultural superstructures (with the 
pre-eminent importance of the literary language): so much so that it can be 


said that, in this sense, there is no substantial difference between the 
language-radiating and homogenizing function of the model of the French 
Court with its literati, and the model, again with its literati, of capitalist 
power. But this continuity is illusory, we see it today. Abruptly, in fact, in 
the transition from capitalism to neocapitalism, through its "internal 
revolution", which coincides with the technological revolution - the 
irradiating and homogenizing function of the language of the intellectual 
elites (law, religion, school, literature) is ceasing: which is replaced by the 
similar function of the technicians' languages. The linguistic guide of 
society is therefore the languages of the infrastructures — let's say the 
languages of production. It had never happened. 


7) Another small and amateurish novelty of this writing compared to 
current structuralist linguistics is diachrony (which presents itself, in the 
"semantic square" of the structuralists as due to random and inscrutable 
phonetic mutations) understood as a product not of an evolution of the 
system, nor as the product of a revolution against the system (politics and 
therefore, schematically, linguistics): but as the product of an "internal 
revolution of the system". 

I mean that "langue" - in a stabilized and advanced society, such as, say, 
the nations of the great European bourgeoisies - does not only evolve 
regularly (as the political-social establishment implies) but can also change 
revolutionaryly. This happens when the establishment enters a development 
crisis due to a "revolution created by itself". Let's consider the 
transformation of a capitalist society into a neocapitalist one: which would 
be a simple evolution if 1t were a purely extensive fact, a reformist 
improvement, etc. etc.: and instead it is revolution, because the 
transformation of a society from capitalist to neocapitalist coincides with 
the transformation of the "scientific spirit" into "application of science": and 
with the anthropological mutations that this implies. 

There have been "internal revolutions" of this type throughout history. 
And often, albeit irregularly, they have coincided with external revolutions, 
i.e. born from social struggles or in any case from radical opposition to the 
system. For example, the "scientific revolution" was accompanied or 
preceded by external revolutions (say the religious revolution of 
Protestantism, etc.). But it can be said that until now languages have 
evolved following the evolution of the social system within which they 


lived, and which they represented. "Internal revolutions" of the type of the 
present one - due to the integral application of science - have not existed for 
a few millennia. We need to see (and I'm not sure who can see it) what 
linguistic effects that "first sowing" had on the populations who lived on the 
banks of the Nile twelve thousand years ago: and that it was the first 
"internal revolution" of humanity (with immediate consequence the 
immense increase in the population, and, a thousand years later, the first 
Pharaoh). 

In this case, today, we are not faced with the possibility of a socio- 
linguistic evolution, in the neo-capitalist world, as an alternative to a socio- 
linguistic revolution (implemented, in the process of being implemented, or 
not yet implemented) in the Marxist world. But, roughly speaking, we find 
ourselves faced with two competing revolutions: the internal one of neo- 
capitalism, and the one, external to the system, of Marxism. 

The realization of these two revolutions - especially if seen in a 
framework of parallel hypotheses - is an unsolvable complication: if the 
internal revolution must take into account needs predicated by the external 
one etc., and the possible external revolution would operate in a field 
already worked by the co-present activity of infinite "establishments" 
preceding the internal revolution. 

The complication of the linguistic relationships between the political 
revolution and the linguistic transformation of a society is inexorably 
ensured by that particular type of X-shaped exchanges between the 
languages that are from the oral-graphic limit upwards and the languages 
that are from the oral-graphic limit upwards. graph down. 

However, I believe that it could be said schematically that the external 
revolution (in this Marxist case, in its various moments, from the beginning 
of a vast and profound class consciousness to the eventual conquest of 
power) tends to act and make changes on the languages that stand oral- 
graphic limit upwards (and among these especially on literary language); 
while the internal revolution (in this case the new technological and 
technocratic society in its revolutionary evolution) tends to act and make 
changes also and above all from the oral-graphic languages downwards, up 
to the limit of vocality (the Italian accent of the Calabrian who emigrates in 
Turin, and settles there linguistically, driven by one of the lines of force of 
the "internal revolution of neo-capitalism": that is, the cynically planned 
conservation of underdeveloped areas as reserves of low-wage labor). 


8) Changing register, another small novelty of these pages in the context 
of structuralist linguistics consists in tracing back to its function, which can 
only be co-present and current, of the "vocal language", both as a historical 
reality and as a linguistic moment specific. 

It is along this path that it would be necessary (with other means than 
mine) to lead the memoir back beyond the langues, always instinctively 
understood as institutional vocal-graphic languages: beyond the langues, up 
to the "moment" in which the langues were and they are purely vocal. 
Making a conjunction, in the anthropological context, between the 
structuralistic «memoriel» and the Jungian «collective memory»... 

I have a personal memory in this regard, to be put on the table of 
laboratories better equipped than mine. I was three years old, three and a 
half years old (I know this because I lived in Belluno: and in Belluno I 
could only be that age): precisely in those months - but I don't know if 
before or after - my brother was born (this implied some of my conjectures 
about his birth): I have before my eyes my little bed at the foot of my 
mother and father's bed; I have the kitchen before my eyes (on whose table 
I sat to an unforgotten martyrdom, receiving eye drops in my eyes: poured 
there by my father). The kitchen of an infantry captain in 1925, poor and 
clean, petty-bourgeois and peasant, etc. etc. I have before my eyes myself 
asking my parents how children are born, and my mother, in her fresh 
innocence, in her mild naturalness wanting to tell me, and telling me: «They 
are born from their mother's womb!»: and me naturally not I believed. I 
didn't know how to write yet (but it was only a month or two away, I think, 
given the precociousness: after all, I was drawing): so my language was 
then only vocal. Through this language, I was adapting to Belluno (it was 
the fourth transfer: Bologna, Parma, Conegliano, Belluno): there were 
neighbors, a kindergarten, some boys who played football in the gardens in 
front of the station (because in front of the station it was the house of my 
fourth move, my non-ancestral home). At that time I still got along quite 
well with my father, I think. I was exceptionally temperamental, that 1s, 
neurotic, presumably, but good. Towards my mother (pregnant, but I don't 
remember) I was in the mood of my whole life, a desperate love. It should 
be noted that about a year, a year and a half earlier (in Conegliano: I still see 
my parents' bed on whose immense white expanses all this happens), I had 
had a cycle of dreams, "in installments", in which I lost my mother, and I 
looked for her in the reddish streets full of porticoes of the ghost of Bologna 


(wonderful in its boundless sadness), until I climbed up certain gloomy 
internal stairs, towards apartments of friendly families, to ask for her etc. 
etc. In that period in Belluno, precisely from the age of three to three and a 
half, I felt the first pangs of sexual love: identical to those I would later feel 
until now (atrociously acute from the age of sixteen to thirty): that terrible 
and anxious sweetness which takes hold of the bowels and consumes them, 
burns them, twists them, like a hot, poignant breath in front of the object of 
love. Of this love object I remember, I believe, only the legs - and precisely 
the hollow behind the knee with the tense tendons - and the synthesis of her 
features as a careless, strong, happy and protective creature (but traitor, 
always called elsewhere): so much so that one day I went to look for this 
object of my yearning, tender-terrible, at his house, up some stairs of a villa 
in Belluno - which I have before my eyes - and knocked on the door, and 
asked: I still hear the negative words, who told me he wasn't at home. 
Naturally, I didn't know what it was: I only felt the physicality of the 
presence of that feeling, so dense and burning that it twisted my insides. I 
therefore found myself in the physical need to "name" that feeling, and, in 
my state of only being a vocal speaker, not a writer, I invented a term. This 
term was, I remember it perfectly, «TETA VELETA». 

One day I told this anecdote to Gianfranco Contini, who discovered that 
it was first of all a «reminder», of a linguistic phenomenon typical of 
prehistory: and then that it was the «reminder» of a word from the ancient 
Greek «Tetis» (sex, both male and female, as everyone knows). «Teta 
veleta» was perfectly part of my «langue», of the oral linguistic institution 
that I used. It seems to me that I never confessed this term to anyone at the 
time (because I felt that the feeling it defined was wonderful but shameful): 
perhaps I just tried to ask my mother, during a walk along the Piave, I'm not 
sure about this... 

Always along the line of the liberation in the laboratory of the purely 
vocal element as a past but co-present historical reality of the language. 

Ninetto who sees snow for the first time in his life (he is of Calabrian 
origin: he was too small for the snowfall in Rome in '57, or perhaps he had 
not yet come from Calabria). We have just arrived in Pescasseroli, the 
expanses of snow have already made him rejoice with pure surprise, a little 
too childish for his age (he is sixteen). But as night falls, the sky suddenly 
turns white, and as we leave the hotel to take a walk in the deserted village, 
the air comes alive; due to a strange optical effect, given that the very small 


flakes go towards the ground, they seem to rise towards the sky, but 
irregularly, because their fall is not continuous, a wild mountain wind 
makes them swirl. Looking up he turns his head. It seems that the whole 
sky is falling on us, melting in that happy and evil festival of Apennine 
snow. Imagine Ninetto. As soon as he perceives the event he has never seen 
before, that of the sky melting over his head, knowing no obstacles of good 
manners to the manifestation of his feelings, he abandons himself to a joy 
devoid of any shame. Which has two very rapid phases: first it is a kind of 
dance, with very precise rhythmic caesuras (the Denka come to mind, who 
strike the ground with their heel, and which, in turn, reminded me of Greek 
dances as they imagine when reading the verses of poets). He does it just 
barely, he hints at it, that rhythm that hits the ground with his heels, moving 
up and down on his knees. The second phase is oral: it consists of an 
orgiastic-infantile cry of joy that accompanies the climaxes and caesuras of 
that rhythm: «He-eh, hé-eh, heeeeeeeh». In short, a cry that has no graphic 
counterpart. A vocality due to a memoir, which connects in a continuous 
without interruption, the Ninetto of today in Pescasseroli, to the Ninetto of 
Calabria, a marginal and conservative area of Greek civilization, to the pre- 
Greek Ninetto, purely barbaric, who taps his heel on the ground as now the 
prehistoric, naked Denka in the lower Sudan. 


9) The necessity of the sign therefore seems to be able to be predicated 
only to oral signs, and in particular to interjections, to the pre-grammatical 
quantities of our language. When we say «langue» we mean (at least among 
non-specialists, like me) a linguistic abstraction, deduced from the infinite 
«paroles», which is a solid whole etc. etc. of oral signs that can also be 
graphic. In other words, langue always presents itself as the language of a 
civilization, of a culture, even if extremely primitive. De Saussure, by 
contrasting "langue" with "parole" therefore seemed to have in mind the 
institutions or linguistic systems of civilized human groups, or in any case 
already human: this side of the stage of pure animal phonation - which then 
survives in history as interjection or invention strangely analogical with 
certain unconscious or animal feelings, "the language of conditioned 
reflexes". The purely oral moment of language corresponds to a 
philosophical moment of man: it is both historical (prehistoric human 
communities) and absolute (the category of prehistory that remains in our 
unconscious) (hence the need for the conjunction, at this point, of 


linguistics with psychoanalysis, with ethnology and anthropology, and good 
job to «L'Homme»!). 

However, I would like to timidly offer here to the linguists who have 
been interested in this problem a suggestion, a... poetic hypothesis: the third 
term between «langue» and «parole» (whose radical dichotomy seems 
unsustainable), could be the «purely oral of the language". 

That is: the language at the moment in which, being formed by individual 
signs of an interjective and mysteriously analogical type with real feelings 
aroused by real things and facts - conditioned reflexes - was not and 1s not 
an arbitrary abstraction, but a physically integral set of necessary signs . 
Every sign would therefore have this necessary origin, which later became 
arbitrary, at the moment in which the purely phonic language (the cry of the 
beast and of physical needs, of instincts) begins to potentially become also a 
graphic language, that is, the language of a culture ( albeit primitive, in the 
context of "wild thought"). 

This purely oral moment of language continues to define our phonemes 
as necessary, and therefore mutates the concreteness of the phoneme of 
"parole" with the phonic abstraction of "langue". 

At this point someone will say: this manipulator of linguistic matters 
declares the eschatology of his writing as "precisely for a Marxist 
linguistics" - with an anti-Stalinist function - and here offers us alternatives 
that reject cultural situations that are so profoundly, so provincially Italian? 
Not only is there the aroma of Vico, but the smell of Croce, and even the 
smell of Bertoni... The homo sapientissimus of stylistics as general 
linguistics and the homo alalus are confused in the interjections heard as a 
student of Vossler might have heard them... or Wagner ...Shadows of 
neolinguists are stirring around... Spitzer smiles dans le tombeau... The 
devotees of a nation united first literarily who socially want at all costs to 
see a poet in every underdeveloped peasant, and in the writing poet a 
diffuser of linguistic inventions in a country where , at the unit, ninety 
percent of the souls could not read... 

Well, yes, having to accept the fact that I was born in an Italian city in the 
twenties, I cannot help but accept that I have bad Italian [petty-bourgeois | 
habits: and I am not sorry, therefore, for an intimate Vico charm and poetic 
of the thing, to offer as a «tertium» in the Saussurian opposition of «langue» 
and «parole», «the language in its purely oral moment, the language with 
conditioned reflexes», this necessary, and individualistic fact — ideally 


preceding society , that is, culture (the eschatology of oral language, 
towards conventional, and therefore arbitrary, uses, towards its ambiguous 
form of oral language and written language which is every «langue»). 

On the other hand: is the "sign" of the language of cinema arbitrary? 

I would like to point out straight away that I do not intend to establish an 
equivalence between a cinematographic "sign" as an aesthetic, slang 
language and a literary "sign": but I intend to establish an equivalence 
between a cinematographic "sign", insofar as cinema is a possible language 
of human communication potentially, a possible linguistic system or 
structure of social relationship. Once it has come to mind, we can no longer 
discard the hypothesis that the explosion of an atomic bomb makes us all 
mute and incapable of writing and therefore forces us to express ourselves, 
let's say, through the cinema also to draw up a notarial deed or ask the 
bartender a the... In this case the current cinematic stylistic operation would 
be based (like «words») on a social — cinematographic — language which is 
only a hypothesis (potentially «langue»). For semiotics this is indifferent. 
All signs are the same: mimic, written, oral, painted or photographed. 

Well, anything can be said about a "sign" of cinema, except that it is 
"arbitrary". I affirm this intuitively, it's true (again because of my Italian 
birth): since no one has yet written a "grammar" of cinema, and therefore no 
one knows what the hypothetical "sign" would be, let's say, of the potential 
cinematic "langue". We have no neogrammarian tradition here, but only 
neolinguistic tradition! In any case, given the greater virginity of the 
cinematographic sign, it is perhaps possible to study it better than the 
ancient linguistic sign, full of such historical complexity that perhaps only 
future robots who have reached supreme perfection will be able to analyze 
it. The cinematographic "sign", as it presents itself to our experience, that is, 
as a Stylistic "sign", of a "parole" based on a hypothetical potential langue, 
does not offer aspects of arbitrariness: it is a direct function of the 
"meaning", and the "machines" or the operations of "communication as 
representation" are used as a direct function of that meaning: if I want to 
denote a horse that runs, I give the photographic image of a horse that runs: 
if I want to represent a horse that running towards a gallows, I give 
alternating photographic images of the running horse and the gallows, until 
they merge. Between im-sign, or significant cinematic image, and meaning, 
there is a close bond of necessity. Indeed, the meaning ("horse", "gallows") 
is the sign of itself. 


10) We therefore started from some observations on writing-speaking 
Italy: observations which have revealed and dramatized (at least through the 
concrete and private experience of the author) the "oral language" as a static 
continuum, implying isogenetic origins, and contained as a whole in time, 
not in history. 

These observations of custom have taken two directions: 

A) they led me - at a modest level of inter pocula discourses - to try to 
define what the effects of class struggles are in the diachronic moment of 
langues and special languages (internal revolutions would physically 
operate in the masses - in a kind of transformation anthropological - from 
oral-graphic languages downwards: external revolutions would instead 
operate above all or first of all in the special languages of the elites. In the 
linguistic modification taking place in European capitalist environments, 
due to the internal revolution of capitalism, the most new and scandalous 
phenomenon would be the substitution, at the helm of this change, of the 
languages of infrastructures - technical - for the languages of 
superstructures - humanistic). 

B) These observations also led me to feel in the "ideally and purely oral" 
signs a necessity that we could say is biological, permanent, on which the 
so-called arbitrariness of the oral-graphic signs of the civil langues would 
ultimately be based: therefore the The orality of language would be 
presented as meta-chronic, and in it the synchrony-diachrony dilemma of 
the structuralist "semantic tables" would be resolved. 

I realize very well that all this should be elaborated in a completely 
different laboratory than in mine as a writer dissatisfied with his specific 
function: however, if all this is devoid of reliability and validity, take it as a 
"test" of the contamination of a Italian culture (aesthetics as general 
linguistics, Newspeak, the sentimental Marxism of the 1950s) with 
European culture (in this case Saussurian linguistics). 

And in this regard, that is, in relation to this concrete (and almost 
fictional) situation, I would like to make other observations, as of those who 
"write about their own writing". 

The fact of being Italian "forces" me not to be a structuralist, not to have 
the "head" of structuralism. I live in an idiotic and precarious establishment. 
I don't have any social certainty around me. For example, the phonic and 
grammatical structures of my language are unstable, arbitrary, infinitely 
changing, infinitely disturbed by competing forms, and held together by an 


ordering or fictitious or authoritarian will, etc. etc. I, speaking - in the pure 
and simple act of speaking - experience a structure that is being structured: I 
myself contribute, and I know it, to this structuring, which however I do not 
know on what it is based on and what it will be, etc. etc. Furthermore, if the 
social class in which I live (and which I detest anyway) has quite precise 
structures - that is, it resembles, apart from any value judgment, all the 
other European petty bourgeoisies - nevertheless my society as a whole 
lives on two levels different historians, it is a coexistence of two different 
social structures (the industrial North and the pre-industrial South: and this 
is why, for example, it is so hard for me, not to conceive, but to experience 
in the concreteness of Italian culture, the 'euphemization of determinism 
due to Goldmann). For all these reasons I cannot and will never be able to 
give up a tension due to the desire to bring order to the magma of things, 
and not to be satisfied with knowing geometry (i.e. I have and will never 
have any alternative other than Marxism). 

I know well (and this is the problem of the Sixties) that, for example, 
anthropological structuralism (fascinating in the study of wild thought and 
in its interpretation of totemism) perfectly represents the moment of 
Western thought in advanced capitalist countries which seems to overcome 
Marxism for something new, and extremely tense, in its old 
"intellectualism, idealism and nomuinalism" of which Lévi-Strauss is 
accused by Gurvitch. The other thing that seems to age Marxism in Europe 
- due to the vital impulse it receives from the internal revolution of 
capitalism projected towards the future - is empiricism - especially in 
Anglo-Saxon countries of course. Gurvitch represents him in France. His 
accusation of Lévi-Strauss is correct: but he opposes to Lévi-Strauss an 
ontological and therefore irrationalistic-empirical notion of society. The 
total social phenomenon, or the social whole of which he speaks, is defined 
ontologically by himself. "This whole excels ontologically," he says. And 
this ontological mystery of its can never be translated entirely into reality 
and history, that is, become knowable: «None of the social macrocosms», 
says Gurvitch, «even when it is clearly structured, is ever reduced to its 
structure». Everything ontological is irreducible, of course. If Lévi-Strauss 
corresponds to the école du regard, Gurvitch corresponds to "talqualism". 
And Gurvitch is still right (it seems to an Italian like me) when he speaks of 
the "dangerous temptation" in Lévi-Strauss "consisting in replacing the 
structure, which is real, with his type". But it is not a dangerous temptation, 


it is precisely the philosophy of Lévi-Strauss! Even if one wants to define 
this philosophy as "formalist and axiomatic infatuation". Gurvitch's 
approach, however, presents itself as irrationalistic and indifferent, when 
"first of all" it wants to get rid of the "sociologies of order" and the 
"sociologies of progress". It is the same technicality that formalizes the 
structure in its type, that formalizes the structure in a notion of the structure 
that is explained through the structure (according to an old indication of 
Saussure). This is why I would rather tend to accept the criticisms leveled at 
Lévi-Strauss by American sociologists, and their need to eliminate the 
danger of "structural formalism", its meta-historicity, studied in the "type" 
of structure, rather than in the real social phenomenon - not through the 
brutal recourse to the ontology of reality, but by focusing everything on the 
motion of reality: that is, the implacable and fierce definition of the 
structure as «structuring, destructuring and restructuring» (which Gurvitch 
speaks very well) — that is, the definition of the structure as process. 

It is at this point, in the obsessive need to return to Marxism - that 1s, to 
the only ideology that protects me from the loss of reality - that they 
intervene to explain "structure as process" (avoiding the ontological fatality 
of its proponents of the Middle and Far West), the old notions of value and 
dialectics. Trying to avoid the somewhat naive conciliation operations (like 
the one reasonably attempted by Lefebvre and others) I would tend to look 
for points of support within structuralism itself: in the "semantic" or even 
"notional" field. »: and perhaps quoting Louis Hjelmslev, who, without any 
suspicion, spoke at the Oslo Congress in 1957: «Introducing the notion of 
structure into the study of semantic facts means introducing the notion of 
value alongside that of meaning». Which seems to me to be the epigraph for 
any possible future meditation on these things. 

And I would quote again, in full, the brief and searing summary of 
Roumegueére's contribution to the terminological diet, in the framework of 
the Etymological Dictionary of the Social Sciences sponsored by UNESCO, 
Paris, 10-12 January 1959: 

«We need to reinsert the notion of structure in a perspective of genetic 
and historical epistemology. The notion of “structure” is in fact a committed 
notion; it is epistemological to the highest degree. Each researcher commits 
a form, a structure of thought; he inserts his thought of him at the level of 
reality. 


«Some reflections on the appearance of the concept will demonstrate this. 
It appears around 1847; its emergence in thought represents an 
epistemological awareness of certain thinkers (later there would have been 
contamination, 1.e. the word was taken up by other thinkers). But awareness 
of what? Not of the word that already exists, but of the situation of 
scientific thought. A new need has crossed the threshold of collective 
consciousness. At first we talked about form, about system. How did we 
arrive at the notion of structure here? 

«Before the eighteenth century, thought could be characterized as “static 
rationalistic thought’. Starting from romanticism, notions such as: 
becoming, evolution, dialectization of concepts... Reality begins to move, to 
fall apart; notions of: negation, complementarity, mutual implications 
appear. 

«Parallel to these new processes of thought form, the notion of object is 
changing. “Static rationalism” represents a monovalence of reality; 
“dynamic rationalism” will introduce polyvalence; finally a "dialectical 
rationalism": a fragmented structure of reality. 

«Since then all new logics have appeared. Finally, in physics, 
psychology, ethnography, the intervention of the observer in the observed, 
and this interaction between observer and observed brings with it mutual 
implication. Implication and relationship between naming and named 
inherent in the very matter of this new aspect of reality. The concept of 
“structure” has a triple halo of uncertainty: 

«I) because it is a notion in progress, in development; 

«II) because it is a dangerous notion; structure polymorphism; 

«III) the interaction between the naming and the nominated leads to a 
dialectical examination of the formulation of the term». 


I know very well that none of the structuralists would deny this 
epistemological violence of the notion of structure: and in fact all of them, 
when they can, underline the need for it, both to correct their excess of 
philosophy (i.e. their conscious or unconscious effort to "get too high" , as 
Merleau-Ponty says, the structure), and their excess of empiricism (and 
therefore their tendency to «bring it down too much»). 

In reality, what we experience above all is the epistemological tension of 
the notion of structuralism. Philosophers (such as Lévi-Strauss due to his 
culture and his forma mentis) experience the epistemological tension in the 


monovalence postulated by a static type of rationalism: that is, in the 
verticality of the structure, in its potential coinciding with the essence. The 
empiricists, in the polyvalence implied by dynamic rationalism, 1.e. in its 
coinciding with an irrationalism of distant, probable Bergsonian origin: the 
ontology of movement ("Social structures are like clothes: underneath there 
is something else [the italics are mine] which makes them move and even 
explode", Gurvitch). And finally Marxists live it in their dialectical 
rationalism. 

However, in its moments which have perhaps unfairly become the most 
typical, structuralism presents itself as a kind of "magma geometry", 
whereby magma can only be known in its geometric projection. But both 
the poet, who is not satisfied with a cognitive act, but wants to have a direct 
experience of the magma, staying inside it, living inside, - and the Marxist 
who is not satisfied with knowing and describing a geometry of the "reality 
that is », but wants to bring order to it, both in knowledge and in action — 
they rebel against the wave of formalism and empiricism of the great neo- 
capitalist European renaissance. And their problem is to fill the patterns of 
"structure as process" with values; certainly not of the values of the "naive 
philosophy" of which Lévi-Strauss spoke, but naturally of the values of 
Marxist ideology, since he who experiences temporality in a "peculiar way" 
or the process, is the same identical person who exercises from his 
observation is external: that is, he is the protagonist of the class struggle - if 
it concerns political structures - whose revolutionary gaze is also critical in 
living an irreducible experience: that is, it is the gaze of class 
consciousness. Process and meta-process in this revolutionary 
consciousness occur simultaneously. 

(1965) 


Literature 


INTERVENTION ON FREE INDIRECT SPEECH 


I'm a little late to review a book published by Sansoni last year (Giulio 
Herczeg: Lo stile indiretto libero in italiano): therefore it is not a review, but 
a conglomeration of notes and excursus - the ones that are made in the 
margins of a book (hence some contradictions). 


The first note is - not without some implication of reasons that will have 
insistent development - in the margin of the paragraphs on the use, in Free 
Indirect, of that "infinitival category" which Alf Lombard calls "narrative 
infinitives" or "historical infinitives": the example, in this case, is taken 
from L. Da Ponte: 


Toil night and day 

for those who can appreciate nothing; 
bear rain or wind, 

eat badly and sleep badly. 

I want to be a gentleman 

and I don't want to serve anymore. 


This grammatical form that serves to speak through the speaker - and 
therefore undergo or accept the psychological and sociological modification 
- was the one that gave me the first fear that in the book of a university 
specialist, | would hardly have found the real reasons for a grammatical use 
and a stylistic procedure that imply a great deal of intentions, conscious and 
unconscious. 

In addition to "descriptivity" or "narrative historicity", at least two other 
functions could be glimpsed in such an infinite. Let's call one "epic", the 
other "inchoative". 

Listening to it carefully, there is in the sound of this infinitival category a 
very special sense of normativeness: special in that it presupposes not a 
recipient, but a chorus of recipients: a chorality, in short, of listening and 
recognition of the experiences from which it is the deduction of the norm 


was born. Indeed, the chorality is such that it takes on the utmost 
importance, to the detriment of the witnessed experience. That is: the 
experience that dictates the norms is significant only insofar as it is choral, 
shared by an entire category of people (the expression "from a social class" 
was already about to escape me). 

If for regulatory purposes I aggregate infinitives I do not behave in a 
stylistically different way from the authors of culinary art texts ("Take two 
eggs..."): the rules that I list have the characteristics of a traditional and 
somehow institutionalized absoluteness of Done. That is, I imply a popular 
experience, which is typical of all the normative nature of proverbs or 
professional songs - and which can reach some form of epicness. 

And so also the infinite as "inchoative", that is, as a description of 
repeated actions - always for a normativeness alluded to with the absolute 
certainty of being understood, of arousing sympathetic feelings in other 
people who not only have had similar experiences, but who have not they 
don't even have the possibility of thinking about different experiences for 
themselves. These verses cited by Da Ponte are addressed, obtaining 
absolute understanding, almost as if for an unshakable, pre-eminent and 
fatal fact of life, to a category of people who make their experience of 
humble, servants (toil, endure, eat badly and sleeping badly) a kind of 
philosophical feeling of reality. Even in this incoative function - which 
expresses actions done, to be done, done by everyone, done in the centuries, 
past and future, by doers who are always the same, and who almost identify 
with "men" - there is a profound sense of chorality and epic nature. 

The infinitival category in Free Indirect, however, implies epicity, 
humble and, I would say, syndicalist: it therefore does not imply only a 
simple "reliving" of the speech of a speaker as a particular character, 
demographically and above all socially identified, but of a typical speaker, 
representative of an entire category of speakers: therefore of an 
environment, even of a people... The author's sympathy in grammatically 
"reliving" his speech therefore does not go to him: but to all those like him, 
to his world. 


Even on the use of the remote past, Herczeg seems a little off to me. It is 
true, perhaps, that this use is scarce compared to other tenses (for example 
compared to the imperfect, which is the main tense of relived speech). 
However, we must keep this in mind: that there are books that are entirely 


free indirect discourses. That is: the very frequent use of the imperfect 
implies a writer-narrator who at a certain moment, due to a mysterious need 
for intercommunicability with his character and a no less mysterious need 
for expressiveness, creates the stylistic condition necessary to become a 
narrator through his character: above all in the vivifications of the past, and 
in the bitter or joyful considerations on present conditions: the drone of 
meditative thinking, of grumbling, of regret, of recrimination, etc. etc. 

But there are cases, I repeat, in which the writer renounces from the 
beginning to be a writer-narrator, and immediately immerses himself in his 
character, narrating everything through him. This abdication is a technique: 
therefore, in itself, insignificant. In fact, a writer can use this operation for 
two completely opposite reasons: a) to make fictitiously objective - by 
taking on as narrator a character who is not the author himself - what he 
wants to say: for example his particular vision of the world (Grass in nano, 
Volponi in Anteo Crocioni), b) to try to make the narration of a world 
objectively (read: classically) different from that of the author (the writer in 
Tommaso Puzzilli: and Verga in Malavoglia!). In cases where entire books 
are free indirect discourses, the remote past inevitably falls into the 
linguistic system of the character adopted as indirect narrator. 

Naturally, Herczeg collected his examples from naturalistic-romantic 
literature (and he could do little else in Italy). But the theoretically 
fundamental function of the remote past seems clear to me, when it implies 
an entire book intended entirely as relived. And therefore the definitive 
ideologization that derives from it - when it is a thesis, philosophical, 
allegorical novel; and the definitive epicization when it is a novel mediating 
another vital (classist) experience. All of Verga's remote pasts are "epic": 
they are times of a discourse relived collectively in all his characters: and 
the "stylistic condition" for this discourse is expanded to include the entire 
book. This operation came to Verga as a naturalistic illusion not yet 
separated from the romantic regressions in speakers, from the romantic 
myth of the people: but it was clear that there was something that presided 
over these two operations belonging to literary ideology, to the currents of 
aesthetic thought . I would say, not very originally, that it was 
(unconsciously for Verga) the presence of Marx's classist vision of history. 


«A precious find by Gunther is the reference to Ariosto, as a source of 
notable richness of free indirection: Gunther claims to have found around 


60 examples in Orlando furioso. Indeed, it is as a rule that Ariosto renders 
thoughts and oral manifestations of his creatures with the free indirect style, 
thus being the first modern representative of our construct; and preceding 
La Fontaine by a century and a half, considered until then, also by Lerch, 
Bally, Spitzer and others, the modern precursor of free indirection.» (This 
free indirect will then disappear for a few centuries, and will only resurface 
with Manzoni «more at rendering the thoughts than the words of others»: 
that is, creating the Italian tradition of naturalistic-romantic Free Indirect, 
strongly nominal and based on the imperfect and on the present : in other 
words the lived imitation of the speech of a character who is 
psychologically different, not socially - given that in Italy social diversity 
inevitably implies a diversity of words.) 

Why this curious presence of Free Indirect in Ariosto? Curious also 
because it is limited. Now, Free Indirect is one of those phenomena whose 
presence is for a diagnostician the indicator of an ideology that cannot 
present itself only in a few extreme cases: but which deeply affects the 
entire work. Either it is there or it isn't there. That it exists in Ariosto is such 
a historically significant and impressive fact that it cannot be limited to 
noting it as a curiosity or a title of merit compared to La Fontaine. We see 
that there was a moment in Italian society with characteristics that were 
then repeated in a broader and more stable way a century and a half later in 
France etc. etc. 

What is certain is that every time there is Free Indirect, this implies a 
sociological awareness, clear or otherwise, in the author. Which seems to 
me to be the fundamental and constant characteristic of Free Indirect. 

In Ariosto the thing is hidden within the internal mechanisms of his own 
language. Whose narrative rhythm from the disengaged "cursus" and whose 
prose lexicon, ironically the medieval myth, come to constitute, with the 
sublime language of the epic, an alternative of middle language (more than 
humble): the coexistence is not of tones: there is no tragic tone alongside 
the comic tone. But tragedy and comedy have mixed: synthesis or antithesis 
play in the depth of language. Only an angry analysis can establish its 
presence, through extralinguistic deductions etc. In reality, Ariosto's 
language is inseparable: the nuances have no interruption, and form a 
mysterious continuity between the feudal language and the bourgeois 
language, between the language of weapons and the language of commerce 
and banking. In this "emanation" which is the language of Ariosto, all 


consciousness 1s immanent: there is no shadow of transcendence, there is no 
possibility of reflection. 

But it is clear that the idea of a socially defined human type was present 
in Ariosto's head; who was himself, an employee, administrator, owner of a 
small house etc. etc. 

In the very act in which Ariosto therefore carries out his linguistic 
lowering, and brings the language of poetry closer, lowering it, to the 
language of prose, he carries out a first generic act of that operation which 
is lived linguistic mimesis. He brings back to his own level of ironic and 
skeptical bourgeois, with a rather short economic and vital horizon (masked 
by the usual already classicist pretexts), the language of chivalry idealized 
in the language of poetry: he desecrates poetry itself through chivalry; 
begins that long work of erosion of humanism which will end, in our days, 
by degenerating into pragmatism, indifference, etc. etc. The discourse that 
Ariosto relives is that of his bourgeois self. The 60 examples collected by 
Gunther are 60 recognizable cases: but in reality there is no solution of 
linguistic continuity between them and the rest of the poem: they are dryly 
grammatical, in themselves: there is no particular expressive movement. In 
short, they are almost brute tests that spy on a presence: that of the 
possibility of Free Indirect and the conscious or unconscious ideology that 
it implies. Ariosto did not distinguish bourgeois characters from one 
another, with particular psychological and social characteristics. The 
"bourgeois" in his poem was one and symbolic: essentially, I repeat, he 
himself as bourgeois; and the moment of the bourgeoisie in the various 
characters was ideal. The game is between high language and middle 
language: an infinite nuance, where sociological consciousness is nothing 
but a powerful shadow, which overshadows and gives prominence to the 
whole wonderful game of Ariosto's irony. 

However, I would take away from Ariosto the primacy that Gunther, 
followed by our scholar, attributes to him. It is already there in Dante. And I 
limit myself to Dante's example to honestly follow school habits. Let's take 
two cases, the first ones that come to mind: one at a high psychological and 
social level, the other at a sordid psychological and social level. One of 
Contini's beautiful essays, the one on the Song of Francesca, is 
enlightening, as far as the chosen level is concerned: all the language used 
by Dante in narrating the events of Paolo and Francesca, even outside the 
direct speech in quotation marks, is taken from comics of the time (I hope 


that Contini is not offended by the ease of the analogy): it is clear that to our 
ears it sounds leveled, semantically, but Contini's reconstruction leaves no 
doubt: Dante made use of linguistic materials specific to a society , of an 
elite: slang. Which he certainly did not use himself, neither in his social 
circle nor as a poet. The use is therefore mimetic, and if it is not a real 
mimesis experienced grammatically, it is certainly a sort of emblematic 
Free Indirect, of which there is the stylistic condition, not the grammatical 
one which later became common: it is rather lexical , and sacrifices the 
expressiveness typical of Free Indirect to the expressiveness deriving from 
the homologation in the linguistic fabric of the narrator with the linguistic 
fabric of the characters: not as an abnormal technical means, but as one of 
the many natural expressive means; so as not to disturb the dominant 
linguistic state of mind, very high and devoid of irony and sentimentality. 

On the other level, we find the jargon of the underworld, or in any case of 
the suburbs or infamous neighbourhood. It is certainly not Dante, in both 
his social and poetic context, who uses swear words or in any case lively 
speeches ("squaring the cunts", "playing the ass trumpet" etc. etc.): but in 
the act in which Dante represents figures of the equivocal world, without 
"living" it he constructs a kind of Free Indirect, lexical rather than 
grammatical, and therefore more allusive than present and vociferous: 
always embedding it in the dominant linguistic fabric, which would not 
allow the interference of others. If ever there was a book written in the first 
person, this is Dante's book: being an explicitly essayistic book: implying 
an institutional vision of the world, the author's adherence to it, and his 
participation in it under the species, we would say, extraliterary, of the most 
sincere and total commitment. The "sociological conscience" also 
intervenes here as in Ariosto: that is, first of all in the revolutionary 
relationship between high language and spoken language, that is, between 
the Latin of theological culture and the Florentine of the municipal 
bourgeoisie. The linguistic choice is the first symptom of a social 
conscience: it is in fact the choice of the modern world (the municipal 
bourgeoisie) against the old world (clerical-universalistic). The mimesis of 
the various possible languages of the bourgeois language is entirely 
prefigured in this first choice: but, unlike Ariosto, Dante has a clear 
awareness of social categories (the language of Francesca, the language of 
the bartermen): which is profoundly democratic, given its probable ancestry 
to corporatist experiences and the related social struggles. 


It is impossible to understand certain forms of free indirect discourse in 
recent decades, if we do not take into account that the average language 
(spoken two or three generations ago by only 5% of Italians, and adapted 
from a literary function to a bureaucratic-state one, through (the use of a 
non-revolutionary and pettily bossy bourgeoisie) has not been able to 
maintain its "middleness" and has split into two directions, one upwards, 
one downwards. Practically, for a kind of regressive reference to its 
particular nature as a literary and therefore fundamentally expressive 
language. There was no real national culture: and therefore a media 
language that expressed it - outside of literature - as a res communis 
omnium, democratic, had no reason to exist, if not for purely pragmatic or 
pretextual and therefore rhetorical purposes. 

In short, literature - from national unity onwards, has always been 
elusive, seeking its own reasons within itself etc. etc. almost ignoring that in 
the meantime the language which for centuries had only been of literary use 
was being exploited and becoming the spoken language of a nation. So 
there is no synchrony between the "Italian language" and the "Italian 
literary language" after unity; only after the Resistance was there an 
impressive attempt to reunify the two languages. 

In the meantime, the constitutional, inevitable fracture of the linguistic 
middleness, had produced the pattern I was talking about: either it had 
exploded upwards, or it had exploded downwards, leaving the centre, 1.e. 
the cultural positions, almost completely empty, in a graphic made of 
points, up or down, of expressive stalactites. 

At the top the symbolistic, hermetic, expressionistic systems; the 
semantic dilation, the development (of baroque verbal function) of the 
subordinating structuring of literary Italian, through "imitations" or 
"ironies" (I think of Gadda as an archetype). 

Below are naturalistic systems, imitations of sublinguistic or dialectal 
speech; vernacular poetry etc. etc. 

All the analyzes conducted so far on free indirect discourse in Italian 
remain unsatisfactory, because they took as axiomatic an average and 
normal level of Italian (spoken and literary), for which, for example, the 
author of dialect mimetic choice would have started from this medium 
level, and there he would bring his dialectal, sublinguistic, profound, 
archaic materials. 


It is not true. However, it almost always happened that the author, who 
carried out this operation of "fishing in the depths and depths" of the 
language, was the same one who simultaneously carried out the exactly 
antithetical operation: that is, the work of superlinguistic expressive 
exaggeration. 

So - for his incursions, his mimesis, into the lower strata of the language, 
into the dialectal or dialectised sublanguages, or spoken by minute special 
categories of the nation - he never started from the middle line, but from the 
high line: and he was at the high line who returned with his loot. 

The contamination did not occur between the low language and the 
middle language, but between the low language and the high language. 

None of those who have dealt with free indirect discourse in Italian has 
taken into account this precious form of contamination, its function which 
is not simply vivifying, but expressive at a high stylistic level. 

In short, there is a type of free indirect discourse particular to the last 
decades of Italian literature: in which the stylistic condition is not created 
through functional pretexts (psychological or sociological participation in 
the character's inner world), but by the taste for style. It is this primacy of 
style which, by reliving the speech of others, ensures that the material thus 
recovered takes on an expressive function. And it serves to make the middle 
language explode upwards with greater violence: the downward incursion 
thus remaining an episode, albeit dramatic and irreversible, of a more 
complex operational phenomenology. 


It is not certain that the "sociological conscience" that I began to talk 
about in relation to Ariosto's 60 Free Indirects implies sympathy: or, in the 
more recent times, a Marxist, or socialist, or perhaps Christian-social 
ideology. 

To contradict the idea of "sympathy", there is also another of the 
"stylistic conditions" necessary to trigger the grammatical apparatus of free 
indirect discourse: irony. But a special irony - certainly not what Spitzer 
speaks of as the main and dominant sign of free indirect discourse (which 
should rather be defined as humour, good-natured and light philosophy due 
to its fullness of humanity: which manifests itself precisely in the literary 
assumption of the point of oral starting point, the «tone» of the speaker's 
voice, as the underlying theme of the oratio obliqua). But irony in a 
specific, current sense: that is, the "caricatural mimesis" which consists in 


"reproducing the verse" of the speaker. Which is therefore a very original 
position, compared to all the other traditional positions in which the author 
uses to place himself with respect to his character: a correspondence of 
loving feelings which takes shape in an exchange of linguistic fervors (to be 
noted well, as I will say in a few notes later, that it is not always the 
character who lends his language to the author: but often it is the opposite!). 
In short, we must include a feeling of antipathy in the feelings that create 
the stylistic conditions of the oblique oratio. Gadda is also an archetype in 
this case. He often mimics his characters, to express his antipathy towards 
them. If a neighbor bothers him with noises or voices, he makes a furious 
mimesis of it, dominated not by an understanding and sympathetic spirit 
(which is however the dominant spirit of such operations), but to highlight 
from within, the elements hateful and antisocial. 

Often this scandalous free indirect discourse, due to a linguistic 
"sympathy" which is human or social "antipathy", manifests itself in 
explicitly political polemics: the rich of Brechtian or Groszian ancestry, let's 
say (in texts which however do not seem to me to have ascended to the 
literary honors, at least in Italy). 


At this point in reading Herczeg's book, that is, at the definition, in 
relation to Manzoni, that Free Indirect can simply reproduce the character's 
thoughts, and not his words, i.e. the words with which he expresses his 
thoughts - I must polemically observe that Herczeg and the stylistics 
scholars he cites, with the exception of Spitzer, implicitly accept for Free 
Indirect an ontological phenomenology, that is, the identification or osmosis 
or in any case a relationship of sympathy between the author and the 
character, as if their life experiences were the same. 

But it seems impossible to me to say that "reliving" thoughts or "reliving 
the particular speech that expresses those thoughts" is the same 
phenomenon. An author can relive the thoughts and not the words that 
express them, only in a character who at least has his education, his age, his 
historical and cultural experience: in other words, who belongs to his world. 
Then a terrible thing happens: that character is united to the author by the 
substantial fact of belonging to his ideology. 

The most hateful and intolerable thing, even in the most innocent of 
bourgeois people, is not knowing how to recognize other vital experiences 
than one's own: and to reduce all other vital experiences to a substantial 


analogy with one's own. It is a real offense that he commits towards other 
men in different social and historical conditions. A bourgeois writer, even 
noble, even high, who is unable to recognize the extreme characteristics of 
the psychological diversity of a man with vital experiences different from 
his own - and who, indeed, believes he can master them by seeking 
substantial analogies, almost as if other experiences than his were not 
conceivable - carries out an act which is the first step towards forms of 
defense of privileges and even racism: in this sense he is no longer free, but 
belongs deterministically to his class: there is no solution of continuity 
between him and a commissioner of police or a concentration camp 
executioner. 

In the case that an author is forced, to relive his character's thoughts, to 
relive his words, it means that the author's words and those of the character 
are not the same: the character therefore lives in another linguistic world, 
that is psychological, i.e. cultural, i.e. historical. He belongs to another 
social class. And the author therefore knows the world of that social class 
only through his character and his language. 

An approach of another kind would be only sociological or scientific: an 
author would therefore know the aspects of reality of his character, his 
actual, practical reality, relative to the rest of the world: but he would not 
know his real, inalienable and unrepeatable reality in other situations, not 
even similar. In short, his vital experience, his feeling for things. 


In the event that the author, therefore, relives the pure and simple 
thoughts of his protagonist on the page, somehow vivifying them, he 
creates, grammatically and stylistically, an "Inner monologue". But, if the 
character's words are not present together with the thoughts, there are two 
cases: either the author uses the character as a mechanical pretext, making 
him an objective self, and therefore the interior monologue thus organized 
is a declared and sincere « subjective"; or the author carries out a 
horrendous mystification, attributing his own language and morals to 
characters different from him, on the same social level as him, or even to 
characters belonging to another social class. And since this author is 
naturally bourgeois, he thus carries out an unconscious and biased 
identification of the whole world with the bourgeois world; and his 
character is nothing but the concretion of his own ideological state which 


makes any other unthinkable (in the natural presumption of his own 
superiority). 

D'Annunzio only conceives interior monologues in superior characters; 
and in this he is honest. Post-D'Annunzio bourgeois writers find ways of 
objectification - in reliving thoughts but not words - through sentimentalism 
or moralism (i.e. through a more or less unconscious hypocrisy). It is almost 
exclusively Pirandello and Cicognani that Herczeg cites in his study, as 
typical examples of the Italian twentieth century (although in reality they 
are eccentric: after all, there was very little else to choose given the 
prevalence in this historical period of the first person, which through the 
highest linguistic elections, placed itself at the center of the bourgeois 
universe, as the seat of interiority; and the prevalence, in short, of the 
"language of poetry" even in prose texts). But, in the writers of the more 
advanced twentieth century, in Italy (late, if we exclude the mythical case of 
Verga), to the homologation of the whole world to the bourgeois world 
carried out by the writer (to be interpreted as the other side of the homology 
imposed on literary products of bourgeois society), class consciousness was 
more or less added. By now Pirandello or Cicognani can no longer ignore, 
literally, that the characters who are their spokesmen - or the object of their 
nostalgia - belong to the lower middle class: therefore in "reliving" their 
thoughts, through the grammatical form of Free Indirect, they must, 
stylistically, adopt a certain amount of expressive liveliness, quotations of 
average spoken language, etc. etc. But all this is nothing but an alibi, to 
mask the terrible subjective functionality of the character: badly ideological 
or pseudo-problematic in Pirandello, nostalgic in Cicognani. 

There is therefore a solution of continuity between "inner monologue" 
and "free indirect speech", although, to a large extent - especially after the 
vague sociological consciousness became the consciousness of the social 
classes in the second half of the nineteenth century - they coincide. 

The "inner monologue" at most can be written with the writer's own 
language attributed to a character (and the operation is honest and not 
mystifying when the character is explicitly declared to belong to the era, 
culture, social class of the author): and can ignore any naturalism, often 
approaching the "language of poetry", almost as if it were a poem 
intertwined, like a Persian carpet, in an area where the soul of the author 
and the soul of the character merge. 


Instead, always at the limit, "free indirect discourse" can only be written 
in a language substantially different from that of the writer; without 
ignoring a certain naturalism, or at least a certain scientific knowledge of 
the other language; and poetry, as lyricism or expressiveness, is born from 
contamination, in the clash between two souls, sometimes profoundly 
different. 


Very little of contemporary Italian and European literature thus remains 
excluded from the area of free indirect discourse. If some of its grammatical 
forms are in crisis (especially those of a sentimental-naturalistic type, 
highly lively and almost theatrical) it is its internal structure that it lends to 
almost every narrative form: naturally the various technical dissolutions 
brought about by the excess of technical research - from experimentalism of 
every kind - have reduced the particular techniques of Free Indirect to 
stumps, to fragments, to often unrecognizable allusions: mixing them 
together with other more flashy expressive procedures, according to all the 
canons of that type of literary communication which is defined through a 
recent but now indispensable signpost: "writing". "Writing", beyond the 
style and the various techniques or genres, even the freest ones, denies the 
various procedures by shattering them into a continuous and contemporary 
consciousness, which becomes co-presence. It is, all in all, a projection of 
the confusion of life in its monstrously synthetic moment which, however, 
does not have the strength of syntheses: it is synthesis as pure plurality and 
contemporaneity of possible techniques. It is not always easy to recognize 
the presence of Free Indirect in such an explosion of literary vitality. Nor is 
it easy, for example, to recognize the character through which the author 
speaks in cases of avant-garde techniques, which go even further than the 
super-technique of "writing". 

But more about that in the next paragraph. Here we look at some clearer 
cases. Perhaps because of that clownish and rude element that Free Indirect 
always entails in those who use it (it is basically the action of a mime, of 
someone who has the histrionic qualities of mocking others, reproducing 
their language both out of sympathy which ironically) Moravia has an 
instinctive hostility towards our proceedings. Also because it is extremely 
"literary": so the clown appears in a double-breasted suit (and here the 
Moravia metaphor is opposed to the Gadda metaphor). And again, Moravia, 
too, tends to homologate all psychology to bourgeois psychology: risking 


that horrendous attack on human dignity that I talk about a paragraph or two 
above. Fortunately, the writer's intelligence saves him: and it is a form of 
myth or nostalgia, no, not towards health, but towards a certain unattainable 
grace or joy of the characters belonging to the people, which gives these 
characters a perspective implying another vital experience. Thus the 
«Ciociara» and almost all of the approximately 150 Roman stories are 
classic examples of Free Indirect. It's true that the character says I. It is true 
that it is Ciociara herself who tells the story: and therefore makes a direct 
speech. But this is only formal. In reality that I is a more comfortable he 
than Free Indirect, an Ariosto grace or lightness (the Ariosto function works 
much better in Moravia than the Machiavelli function). The result is the 
contamination between the almost middle literary language (elsewhere I 
have called it "middle language fiction") of Moravia and the dialect or 
highly dialecticalized Italian of "Ciociara". 

Even "Boredom" is a single free indirect discourse, from beginning to 
end: and the "I" here too is nothing other than a "he" who, to make the 
author better relive his thoughts, becomes "I". And in fact there is a slight 
linguistic degradation, from the level of him, Moravia, to the level of 
Guido, slightly inferior to the author in terms of culture and talent. 

With Moravia, however, we can identify a new type of "stylistic 
condition" created by the author in order to proceed with Free Indirect: that 
is, the pretextuality of expressing the problem of an essay through the 
character (in the case of Guido the ideological impossibility to express 
themselves and therefore live). 

And oratio obliqua is therefore also Morante's «Arturo's island», where 
the he is nothing but an ego, which becomes he to relive his thoughts more 
objectively, because better, in the objectively realized aspiration to be a boy, 
the Morante expresses herself by calling herself. And so on: entire novels 
are nothing other than entire Free Indirect, as either there is a total 
identification of the author with a character, or the characters are a pseudo- 
objectification of the author, or the characters are mechanisms for 
expressing, in language substantially equally, the author's theses, or finally, 
unconsciously, the characters experience the social and ideological world of 
the author in the same way (who thereby often commits an arbitrariness 
permitted by his social "superiority"). 


On the side of "taste for style" and "ironic mimesis" as_ stylistic 
conditions of Free Indirect, I would like to note a new type of condition, 
which implies in the aristocrat, indifference to the process (which however, 
let's say in Gadda, finds its moral function in its own traumatic violence), a 
critical, albeit abnormal, attitude. I intend to refer, but not out of 
extravagance, but rather for a strictly functional purpose, to the "pop" 
element in painting: even if painting must now be included, in some way, in 
the brief critical bibliography on the subject. In painting, in fact, the 
presence of a Free Indirect approach, albeit highly contaminating, has been 
traditional for a few decades now: the tradition was formed with the 
pictorial avant-gardes of the early twentieth century (collages of 
newspapers and other objects mixed with the traditionally pictorial 
technique of drawing and color ), and now explodes especially with pop-art: 
the object, which the painter uses to enrich his text with an expressionistic- 
ironic function, is similar to the spoken fragment, which an author refers, 
recorded, in a highly expressive context of literary writing. 

I don't think there is an example in literature (before certain avant-garde 
literature, on which see below) that perfectly corresponds to the pop 
element in painting. But if it existed, what would it mean? Evidently it 
would have a violently ironic value: in the center of a complex and 
exquisite discourse we would see "slapped" a piece of brutal spoken reality, 
both petty-bourgeois and popular. In short, it would be the usual form of 
anti-bourgeois revolt within the bourgeois sphere: the same as in the early 
twentieth century, but nevertheless with different sociological 
characteristics. And above all with a different perspective violence towards 
the future. 

In other words, the bourgeois anti-bourgeois revolt of the early twentieth 
century had as its object present society, in its existential immediacy, for 
what it was there and in that moment (and this allowed for a more subdued 
underlying irony, and a certain sense of optimism and security, not only 
towards one's own critical operation, but also towards an intrinsic 
autopalingenetic force of the criticized social world: and in fact it was still 
always about good painting). Today, however, this criticism is not only 
aimed at the present: but it 1s apocalyptic, it foresees the future: the system 
of allusiveness also includes the prospects of future statistics. 

It is infinitely more expressive and ironic (and less pictorial): but its 
violence is more chilling, because it also denies itself (like a condemned 


man who takes his own life before being executed). 

As a grammatical element from Libero Indiretto, the pop element, 
lightning-fast, inarticulate, unique and unambiguous, monolithic, is an 
irreverent presence. He is not taken by the "speaker", or, to put it better, in 
the case of painting, by the "user", out of sympathy: no. It is used with the 
same objective apocalyptic indifference with which cultured matter is used. 
On this cultured matter, a dilaceration, a flaw is operated violently and 
brutally, from which the other matter breaks out, the one that composes 
objectivity, the real fabric of things, which has escaped the intellectual poet, 
and also largely escaped. to man: it has become mechanical in the use of 
speaking masses and users, no longer as authors of history, but as products 
of history. 

In short, the language is no longer that of the character, but that of the 
recipient! The quotation of an indifferent fragment of this language - which 
is monstrous compared to the work - which by tradition was intended for an 
audience made up of characters - of the same characters of the book or 
painting, as long as the world was unique, that is, dominated by a The 
humanistic idea of reality - therefore sounds like a desecrating contradiction 
by its very presence, which is scandalous to the recipient because he feels 
faced with his true reality! This reality is then absurd because it belongs 
more to the future than to the present. The "innocent" masses, as they lack 
critical links with the past, accept this future without defenses, and already 
prefigure it in their way of life. But the mimetic intellectual, who relives 
this new way of life in the work, is only able to grasp the anguished and the 
ridiculous (with respect to the past to which he is still critically linked). He 
does not know how to grasp the nuances and complications (in which life 
really remakes itself), but a naked syntagm, the pop object, unequivocal and 
terrible. 

The mimetic intellectual in general, therefore, could once give up his 
own language and relive the speech of another as long as this other was 
contemporary or better, much better, prehistoric compared to him (the most 
beautiful mimesis of Free Indirect are those of his own bourgeois or petty- 
bourgeois fathers, of a mythical previous generation: or those in dialect): 
but now he cannot, due to an anguish that becomes bearable only if 
apocalyptically ironic as in pop art, adopt the linguistic ways of those who 
are ahead of him in history: that is, for example, the innocent and 
standardized masses of society in the advanced neo-capitalist phase. So it 


can be said that the intellectual is now indiscriminately and necessarily 
configured as traditionalist: even the avant-gardes are traditionalist, 
compared to the true reality, which is already beyond the threshold of the 
future, at least potentially. 


Even in the Italian avant-garde there is some element of the lived pop 
discourse. Once every possible literary tradition has been abolished by the 
most extremist ideologues, even the most recent (since it is always in some 
way crepuscular, sentimental - read populist -, aestheticising etc. etc.), to 
the point of denying literature tout-court - the possibility to communicate 
through some written object, has on the one hand been extremely restricted 
- limited by an infinity of normative negations not devoid of moralism - on 
the other it has become extremely new. 

The page has become intensely and madly substantived, with the 
prevalence of lexicon combinations in the most purely and scandalously 
monosemic state possible: if every syntactic movement always risks 
presenting itself as a literary movement, prefigured by tradition. To abolish 
literature and tradition as forms of an inauthentic establishment, it is clear 
that every stylistic decoration must be abolished first, and then even syntax: 
which is therefore not disintegrated, or made abnormal by abusive uses, or 
in short in some desecrated way: but, in fact, completely abolished. 

The text thus presents itself as a "written thing" outside of any syntactic 
envelope: this text is therefore all arranged on the same level, like children's 
auctions or the writing of primitives. 

The diversity of levels is created artificially with the help of 
typographical means and with the various combinations of that infinite 
series of nouns which are words outside of syntax. 

This writing thus presents itself as freed from the series of forces, 
practically beyond any possible calculation, whose balance holds up a 
classical linguistic system (syntactic-stylistic), just as the balance between 
physical forces holds up a universe. Those innumerable forces that attract or 
repel in all directions are, so to speak, surviving "poles", indeed, through 
tradition, which is a series of overcomings, as well as negations: and as 
such, as well as order, it's also chaos. Syntax is the reproduction of the order 
and chaos of linguistic history (the discovery of all the poles, whose force 
of attraction and repulsion keeps a syntactic period in place, would be the 
reconstruction of all history etc. etc.). 


The moment a writer renounces the present and co-present concretions of 
historical tradition, he must first of all carry out a simplification: that is, a 
reduction of the poles that keep his "thing" in place, which if it is not 
syntactical is nevertheless written, and therefore still possesses if nothing 
else mechanical links that make the individual monosemies a whole. 
Without these forces in balance the written thing would dissolve centrifuged 
by the sole force of negation. 

To replace the incalculable number of poles that tradition offers to a 
linguistic system through syntax as a historical institution - both evolved 
and fixed in all its previous fixations - the writers of the new linguistic 
systems have only two "poles" (apart from those surviving in spite of 
themselves, in an elementary way in the lexicon, in semanthems, even if 
dissociated, in the shattering of the relationships noun-adjective, noun-verb 
etc. etc.): one pole is, precisely, the negation, and the other is the myth of 
future: their written things present themselves as non-historical, and, at the 
same time, as prefiguring an immediate future history. 

In the linguistic case, if we are not mistaken, the negation is the negation 
of the osmosis with Latin, and the myth is the myth of technological 
osmosis. In short, man is understood in his prefiguration as "homo 
technologicus" (the classicism of Latin titles is a fatal, and albeit secondary, 
product of myth: any mythologization can only present itself as 
substantially classicistic). 

On the basis of the denial of the social and linguistic values of the past 
and present, a sort of "mimesis" of the values of the future is implanted: but, 
naturally, very simplistically - given that every complication and depth is 
ensured to a new ideology by its contact with the infinite ones of the past - 
while, in the case of these written "things", the ambition of total novelty and 
the rejection of the past render the ideological "poles" that keep them 
standing with an almost infantile crudeness. However, those values of the 
future are seen through their mythologization: they are certainly not 
foreseen through the ever demystifying methodology of science, or at least 
of the real desire for knowledge. It can therefore be said that perhaps partly 
outside of their intentions - but certainly following the moralistic-negative 
violence of their normativeness - at least three quarters of the quantity of 
their texts are devoid of internal surfaces (Sanguineti himself is entirely 
frontal and flat , like a neoclassical) is an abnormal form of free indirect 
discourse. 


That is, they write "speaking through the voice of...": and the voice is that 
of a mythical "homo technologicus" who is based as a hero in reverse, on 
the denial of everything that is past and present, and at the same time offers 
the possibility of new crazy polysemies, replacing history in a surreptitious 
and sacred prediction of history. 

A new possible "stylistic condition" for Free Indirect is therefore the 
hypothesis of a future world and language - whose scientific and logical 
description will never be reliable: while a certain degree of reliability can 
be achieved through some form of writing: in our case, a sort of "pre- 
experienced discourse". 

The language spoken by the hypothetical "homo technologicus", and 
predicted by the avant-gardes, is based first of all on the denial of the 
present language: which is expressed through its arbitrary and approximate 
destruction - a fortiori, since the real decline of a language is unpredictable : 
there is therefore a kind of symbolic destruction of the tongue through a 
transformation of the tongue into echolalia. But how? Replacing "literary 
figures" that vaguely maintain their most recent hermetic-expressionist 
physiognomy, with similar figures (meters, typographical aspects, etc.) 
fabricated with casual, desecrating material. But, and here is the point, this 
material is sometimes taken over - as in pop art - by technical systems of a 
world so contemporary that it borders on the future: let's say also by 
journalistic systems of mass diffusion - exactly antithetical to classic 
cultural communication of elite etc.; and let's say through the manipulation 
of electronic machines (as Balestrini significantly did). The result is the co- 
presence in the "pre-experienced discourse" of a fictitiously destroyed 
language and a fictitiously reconstructed language: in short, it is a 
hypothesis, that 1s, a procedure that is completely opposite to the scientific 
ones. 

In short, there is also in the avant-gardes of the sixties that sort of 
scientific naivety that characterized certain avant-gardes at the beginning of 
the century: but while, let's say, the futurists exalted science as a product of 
bourgeois society - of which they condemned the petty and conservative 
part, but whose aristocratic and dynamic part they identified with - today's 
avant-gardists, I would say, mythologize science as an applied science, and 
as such a modifier of society precisely in a palingenetic sense. In the 
collages and lexical and typographical combinations without shadows and 


depth of the avant-garde, the mimesis of the speech of a next man 
"redeemed" by applied science flows as a unitary element. 


In short: the language of tradition, which we can bring to a point almost 
contemporary with us (writers), is an A language, which I want, absurdly, to 
consider with the avant-gardes as decayed. This almost corresponds to 
around the early sixties: the moment in which Italy's presence at a global 
level of neo-capitalist evolution was sensationally manifested (the North, of 
Italy: the South remaining implicated in all this, by new types of 
infrastructures of basis and by a new type of urbanism - for example in 
Turin immigrants no longer learn the Turin dialect of the FIAT workers, but 
their dialectized and technicalized Italian). This phenomenon implied a 
diachrony between writers and reality. The target started moving under the 
linguistic sights, and it escaped them. I could give infinite concrete 
examples of this "decadence" of language A: I'll give three. Bassani had 
under his golden and very precise viewfinder, like that of a fairy-tale 
watchmaker, the world of the small professional Jewish bourgeoisie of 
Ferrara: he invented this world starting from an actual social reality, using 
classical Free Indirects, with the same pathetic care with which he cited 
classic allocutions, classic lexical modes, classic very parenthetical 
syntactic turns, attributed by his nostalgia to an ideal cultured society, and, 
although restricted, infinitely worthy of respect and mythical fervor (the red 
of the walls, the perspectives of the stony streets etc. etc. are figurative 
elements that have the absoluteness of many great paintings by small 
masters etc. etc.). The frequent quotations of "spoken word", attributed, 
after all, objectively, to professional grandparents, to torn fathers, make 
Bassani's Ferrarese book a continuous network of indirect flashes, 
contained in the brief space of a spoken word quotation, which obsessively 
intersects the fabric of the book (with its normal moments of traditionally 
relived discourse etc. etc.). Well. The world to which Bassani referred, and 
which provided reality to his myth, has decayed. A new type of bourgeoisie, 
in Ferrara itself, has probably pushed Bassani's bourgeoisie back and to the 
margins: it has made it decay by making it out of date, and in some way, at 
the limit, ridiculing it, like all things that are starting to turn yellow. 

Of course, the bourgeoisie described by Bassani continues to exist: it has 
not become extinct. But it is found in the backward areas of society: and 


since in our era the "circulation and consumption of ideas" is very rapid, the 
delays immediately become irreparable. 

Even the Roman "generone", equivalent of the commercial and 
professional bourgeoisie of Ferrara emanating from the heart of an 
idealized, in reality ferocious, nineteenth century, will presumably have a 
very slow agony. However, for those who look at things mercilessly, 
judging what is and what is not current, the "generone" 1s out of the picture. 
Like the upright and Hamlet-like professionals of Ferrara, the fat and 
cynical Roman traders have become, in the space of a few years, characters 
in costume. The relevance of references to this world, as a problem still 
alive in the Italian mosaic, as an object of accusation etc. etc. operated by 
Moravia in some of his narratives, is no longer the case. Interest has totally 
shifted to another type of bourgeoisie, whose characteristics can be read 
much better in American sociology books than in the "retarded" 
imagination of Italian writers. 

The third example is personal. That very vast section of Italian society 
which is the underclass (in this case Roman, but ideally including both that 
of the capitals of the South and that of the peasant South), which was 
invested with such burning interest in the fifties, now, although no one of 
his problems are solved, and his living conditions are practically the same, 
he is out of the focus of interest. And not for petty reasons, for a frenzy of 
current events. But why has interest shifted, for such an objective and 
imposing mass of historical and social reasons, towards other problems 
(those of the complete industrialization of Italy, evolving towards high neo- 
capitalist levels, and towards the dream being realized of technocracy), that 
it is natural that all other problems expire and present themselves as archaic. 

In the most diverse ways, all these aspects of reality have been expressed 
through the language A. The fading of those aspects is the fading of an era, 
and therefore the fading of that language - since every language is always a 
metaphor of a era of history and society etc. etc. 

The reasons for their "zero moment" also have, among the Italian avant- 
gardists, a somewhat archaic air, and embarrass those who, like me, are 
convinced that the new avant-gardes are something very different from 
avant-gardes of the beginning of the century. The "zero moment" 
understood as a metaphysical crisis, as a personal-collective "debacle", etc. 
etc., to be explored and resolved in the darkness of consciousness, resorting 
to anarchic and irrationalistic psychological and socio-psychological 


apparatuses, and implying a "starting over" of vague Rimbaudian ancestry, 
whose formulas are already there ready and prepared, extremely and boldly 
vital - make the definition of that "zero moment" seem profoundly 
insincere. 

However, the hypothesis of the death of language A can be accepted. 

The avant-gardes, through the operations I described in the previous 
paragraph, therefore postulate the reality of a B language. They postulate it, 
they do not ensure it. They work, non-scientifically, on a hypothesis: and 
this linguistic hypothesis is based on a myth: a future society that would 
otherwise function for an anthropologist, and whose somewhat predictable 
aspects, it is the precise duty of a writer to prefigure. This idea of the "duty 
to prefigure" is the Jansenistic normativeness of those avant-garde groups, 
their moral blackmail. And this monstrous form of ethics, of "commitment", 
is not without some reason. It is clear that if language A has decayed, 
exhausting its metaphorical function, a language B will have to exist: and a 
writer has nothing left to do but try to learn it, even if learning it means 
somehow divining it through the implication of a mythical idea of the future 
(see again the previous paragraph). 

The reality, however, is different. The real problem is no longer a 
language A (which, in the extreme, has decayed) and it is not even a 
language B (sincerely proposed to resolve a conventional and fictitious 
"zero moment"). The real problem is a language and which, being in an 
acute moment of its evolution, is in chaotic movement, and therefore 
escapes any possible observation. With this remaining the perfect metaphor 
of a society that evolves, at a speed never known before, not even in 
moments of the most difficult transitions or crises. The "zero moment" is 
objectively constituted by this "rapidity and unrecognizability of the 
movement of the evolving society": which perhaps only sociologists can 
grasp through statistics but without however giving the concreteness which 
is a complication (and the only moment in some scientific way of the avant- 
gardes is the knowledge of these sociological findings). 

Having reduced the problem, thus, to its more elementary scientific 
terms, however, presents itself, on my part, as an abstract operation. It is 
true that before a linguistic observer there can be nothing other than an 
"evolving language" (and not two languages, one dead and one future), to 
which the means of linguistic diffusion - newspapers, radio, television, etc. . 
— they impart a speed which the linguists, in their bus, cannot keep up with 


and which they have never experienced; and it is true that the "zero 
moment" is nothing other than the anxious projection within our 
consciousness of a (numerically very high) moment of a reality which, as it 
evolves, escapes us. But all these are observations: which imply only one 
obvious fact: the only possible position in the face of the evolution of a 
society and its language is the scientific one. Now, although it can be 
doubted that the writer is a scientist, and it can, on the contrary, be argued 
that, all things considered, the forces of anguish prevail in him over those of 
reason - it cannot be denied that the ideological unity of an Italian writer at 
the dawn of the sixties is ensured by the fundamental scientific nature 
consisting in his Marxist analysis of reality. Thus it is precisely within the 
scope of this Marxist analysis - in evolution compared to the obvious but 
very poetic ones of the fifties - that the presence of another type of Free 
Indirect emerges: the attempt to bring the language of the writer back into 
the language of the writer. technology of the new type of workers and 
bosses. 


Charlot did a model-demythologization of "homo technologicus" in 
"Modern Times", contrasting himself with it in the only way that seems 
possible: that is, as a survivor of pre-industrial humanity. Having entered 
the factory, Charlot contradicted the technique (and therefore made it part of 
his linguistic-expressive world) since he, surviving from another 
civilization, and preserving its habits, madly and comically highlighted the 
inexpressiveness of the technical world . 

The stylistic procedure of «Modern Times», as far as I know, has not yet 
been surpassed. Theoretically, one could say that this contradiction 
(Charlot's expressiveness versus the inexpressiveness of machines) should 
be ideologized today, presenting expressive man no longer as survival, but 
as evolution: this has been (a manual would say) the point of view of the 
worker - elaborated and complicated, as far as we are concerned, by the 
writer - who projected the capitalist industrialization of the world into 
reality, demystifying it: it should therefore still be the worker's point of 
view that demystifies technicization. 

But in the meantime it is urgent to note that, if freedom manifests itself, 
in the capitalist world, only partially, thanks to the diversity of its levels 
(coexistence of archaic forms of life, underdeveloped regions or nations, 
etc.), technicization will definitively be a leveller: indeed, it already 


presents itself essentially as a potential leveling. So the language and 
culture of the technocrat already tends to be the language and culture of the 
worker. In other words: as long as the technological language is only one of 
the many jargons of a language, the other parts of the language calmly 
enjoy their partial freedom (for example in Ottieri's «Chair Maker», the 
technological jargon of the employers is treated precisely as a 
particularistic-caricatural jargon according to Charlot's stylistic procedure). 
But in the event that an entire language is "homologated and modified" by 
the language of technology, the phenomenon that today only occurs inside 
the factory will presumably be recreated throughout social life: the 
identification of the language of the technocrat with the language of the 
worker. , and the subsequent suppression of the margin of freedom ensured 
by the various linguistic levels. 

In fact, I am not aware that the internal discourse of an operation with its 
language as the specific language of the worker has yet been "relived". In 
the literary works dedicated to the research of the working conditions at the 
beginning of the technological era, the protagonist, the worker, always 
ended up being taken out of the factory and essentially "relived" in some 
other moment of his day: for example: ) in his private, family, daily life (the 
most reluctant, it must be presumed, to possible osmosis with technological 
language); II) in a state of sympathy with the life of the author, through 
various forms of neurosis - albeit allegorical (the Albino Saluggia of 
Volponi's «Memoriale»); HI) in a typically workerist situation, with all the 
worker, apocalyptic and redemptive emphasis this entails; that is, in other 
linguistic moments although strictly typical of the worker (the national 
koineé of political speeches; the literary language of commitment; or the 
language of a worker-union situation: and this is the most significant case in 
the attempt to make the worker speak ‘worker in his language). 

Now, I would say that the profound reason for this "impossibility of 
mimesis" is precisely the potential identification of the language of the 
worker with the language of the factory. An impossibility that presents itself 
as a prefiguration of future linguistic situations, much more serious than 
those pertaining to the world of literary languages. It seems it is not 
possible to "make the factory speak", take advantage of its language, find a 
margin of freedom, relive it. Here's the problem. 


DANTE'S WILL TO BE A POET 


The interest of these notes of mine is only contemporary and Italianistic: 
they are nothing other than a very particular contribution to Dante's 
"fortune" in Italy in these ten, fifteen years (in non-academic or specialized 
literature). 

1) We must keep in mind that, with Dante, we are faced not only with the 
discovery of language, but with the discovery of languages. In the same act 
in which the desire to use the language of the Florentine municipal 
bourgeoisie for the Comedy was born in Dante, the desire to understand the 
various sublanguages from which it is formed was also born: jargons, 
specialized languages, elite particularisms, contributions and quotations 
from foreign languages etc. etc. Dante's linguistic broadening, due to the 
shift of his point of view upwards - medieval theological universalism - is 
not only a broadening of the lexical and expressive horizon: but, at the same 
time, also a social one. 

Whenever there is the presence or possibility, in a work, of Free Indirect 
Speech, this means that, there, there is at least a vague, possible 
"sociological consciousness", if it is inconceivable to relive another's 
speech, linguistically, without having objectified not only the psychology, 
but also the particular social condition: the one that produces linguistic 
diversity. Now in Dante there is the potential presence of Free Indirect 
Speech: and not only potential, if one accepts the use of Free Indirect, in a 
non-strictly grammatical way. 

First of all, Dante's direct speeches, those closed in quotation marks, 
imply a lexical solution of relived indirection. In fact the characters never 
speak like Dante. Not in a strictly naturalistic sense, of course: naturalistic 
mimesis is always metaphorized, in a poem in which the central theme is 
the relationship of a "first person" with the transcendent world. However: if 
the characters belong to the same social class, to the same intellectual elite 
or specialized culture, to the same era or generation as Dante, their 
language does not differ from that of the author, as a linguistic institution. 


The differentiation is only psychological: and therefore concerns more style 
than language. It is an expressive fact. 

If, however, the characters belong to another social class, to another 
cultural world, to another era than Dante's, then their "speech" is also 
characterized linguistically; from the extreme case in which a Provencal 
poet speaks for an entire hendecasyllable in his own language, to the 
thousand cases in which specific signs of special languages are captured 
between the quotation marks of the direct text. 

It is enough to dissolve these direct statements into relative propositions, 
with a what, and then remove the what, and here we have "relived 
discourses": at the bottom of whose "stylistic conditions" there is always a 
substantial sociological consciousness. 

But there's more. For example, in the episode of Paolo and Francesca, 
according to the astonishing philological reconstruction by Gianfranco 
Contini, it is clear that Dante uses, in the story, "fashionable" terms and 
expressions in texts that correspond more or less to our escapist production: 
they were the readings of the elegant and aristocratic world. It 1s clear that 
Dante was not a user of similar expressions: the use of lui is therefore a 
quotation from another linguistic world: that of his characters. Which 
means, on Dante's part, a total immersion and "mimesis" in the psychology 
and social habits of his characters. And therefore a contamination between 
his language and theirs. It is clear that this is not a true Free Indirect, in the 
grammatical sense. We can speak of a symbolic or metaphorical Free 
Indirect: such as to be assumed at a linguistic level which naturally rejected, 
despite its enormous availability - always however strictly economic - 
experiments with excessive liveliness (such as mimetically reliving the 
speech of others ). Even expressions such as «squaring the cunts» or «fare 
del cul trumbetta», or words such as «dindi», are not of Dante's personal 
use: they belong to a linguistic circle on the outskirts or in a bad 
neighborhood; in any case of simple and plebeian people, perhaps dedicated 
to crime (in short, what, in Italy, Engels called «Lazaronitum»). These 
expressions too are therefore mimetic, used by Dante to outline with two 
signs a whole possible Free Indirect in which to psychologically and 
socially relive the reality of his characters of low extraction and without 
culture. 

The choice of the Florentine "vulgar", therefore, as a historical-linguistic 
entity to be contrasted collectively with Latin, as a written and cultural 


language, is ultimately less important, or at least less interesting, than the 
various choices that Dante made within to the vernacular itself. He fought 
on two fronts: the universal theoretical and ideological one of the 
opposition to Latin, and the particular theoretical and ideological one of the 
opposition to a possible conformist institutionality of the vernacular itself. 

The desire to use the vernacular probably arose from his corporatist 
conscience within the Florentine municipality; and the desire to use the 
various sublanguages of the vernacular was born from the archetypes of his 
direct and active participation in the complicated political-social struggles 
of his city. That is, he was not immersed in a monolithic world as had been 
throughout the Middle Ages the theological-clerical universalism (read 
Latin) which leveled everything etc. etc. But what can be called Goldmann's 
law of homology meant that the world projected into Dante by his particular 
social world was an analytical world, divided by various contradictory 
socio-political, and therefore linguistic, characteristics (a situation which 
repeats even today in Italian society). 

Dante's plurilingualism, which, following the splendid essay by Contini 
who described it, became in the perhaps rigid interpretation of some 
"committed" Italian writers of the 1950s, a prefigurative and retroactive 
"function" of Italian literature - it is explained, it 1s certainly true, with 
Contini's interpretation of the Thomistic and transcendent shift of the "point 
of view" upwards, so as to broaden the lexical horizon, in a panoramic co- 
presence of its limit cases (let's say, on the cultured side, for a kind of 
stylistic re-Romanization, «pulcro»; all the «bad words» on the plebeian 
side). But Contini's explanation - which in some way places the emphasis 
on Dante's theological-universalistic position - must be meticulously 
integrated by always keeping in mind the concrete object of that point of 
view: that is, a society which now impetuously required, of those who lived 
it, a "social conscience", without which the multilingual expansion would 
have been merely numerical, or merely expressive: a marvelous linguistic 
ecstasy, which, contemplating all the words in their functionality and their 
beauty, became the metaphor of a contemplation of God etc. etc. But no: the 
point of view was double - and contradictory: the point of view from above 
corresponded to a point of observation from below, at the level of the more 
contingent and less transcendent earthly quality of things. 

And it is strange how, in the aesthetic idea we have of Dante (as we have, 
say, of a city, or a landscape, in memory) one point of view does not 


exclude the other: I cannot say whether my Dante he is the one who from 
the top of a Thomistic sky gives his readers an immense and comprehensive 
look at the world, or he is the one who, through the alleys of the 
municipalities and the gullies of the Apennines, analytically observes the 
world case by case. If he is the inventor of a «Universal Vernacular», or the 
inaugurator of a «Vulgar as Florentine langue, with all its historical 
sublanguages». 

2) The other thing that must be kept in mind is a subsequent Contin 
interpretation. That of the "two registers". In Dante, to explain in the 
simplest way, the story is carried out according to two "registers": one fast, 
almost inexpressively hasty, almost brutally factual. Read, for example, the 
episode of Pia dei Tolomei with the reading pace with which you normally 
read a narrative book: you haven't started it, it's already finished, perhaps 
you haven't even realized you've read it, etc. etc. Almost as if it were a 
scrap of an "opera libretto", which suggests feelings and facts rather than 
says them, with exalted approximation. And then reread the same piece by 
Pia: in the rereading (or in the recitation from memory), the rhythm is that 
of the other register: the very slow, timeless rhythm, which is inscribed in a 
time that is neither that of the reading nor that of the facts, but the 
metahistorical one of poetry: its «ralenti» as a sublime epigraph, its chaste 
and almost endlessly murmured C from the chest. 


The "double nature" of Dante's poem is also declared in other terms, in 
addition to that of the two points of view (the theological and the 
sociological), and to those of the rapid register, or "In the time of things", 
and the slow register , or "outside the time of things". 

This time we are talking about more simply technical terms. I) Dante's 
poem is an allegory, and therefore, precisely as such, it is a coexistence of 
the two natures of figurative narration and symbolic narration. II) Dante is a 
writer of his own poem, but also a protagonist: Dante as a writer represents 
a metaphysical world with all its theological and cultural implications, but 
Dante as a protagonist simply visits and remembers a world of the dead. III) 
The Comedy is a poem, and as such, at least in our eyes as contemporaries, 
it presents itself as a mixture of novel and poetry: the nature of the novel 
can be physically represented by the "language of prose", while the nature 
of poetry , it is, obviously, from the language of poetry. Now these two 
languages, co-present in every civil linguistic situation, are not by nature 


synchronic. In fact, they would be said to be, at best, irreconcilable. The 
"internal forms" which are the psychologies of the characters, as they 
present themselves to us upon finished reading, are, in Dante, of a formally 
novelistic type, that is, rational, and not formally poetic, that is, intuitive. 
Dante's great characters have the "duration" of the great characters 
conceived in prose: they are caught in their own, albeit synthetic, and 
stupendously synthetic, logical evolution, followed in motion by 
psychological penetration, creaturely piety, and moral judgment. : that is, 
overall, from a profoundly objectifying social gaze. They are never 
projected with the hallucinatory immediacy of poetry: which fixes the 
figures in their absolute moment, inalienable but also unanalyzable, 
stupendously arbitrary and impressionistic. Even the minimal figures - 
always rendered with supreme poetic precision - do not escape Dante's 
prose rationalism. They too are calculated, like the metaphysical 
topography, the regularity of the canticles and verses, etc. That is, they fall 
within the eschatological programming internal to the poem. But here too 
we have a case similar to that of "points of view" and "registers": there is no 
norm, in Dante's puzzle, which establishes any order in the use of the 
language of prose and the language of poetry in particular cases . Reread 
Pia's episode once again from this perspective. The "internal form" 
(synthetic to the limit) of Pia's psychology is perfectly rational, even though 
it is a biography written on the tombstone: but the language of poetry which 
"a fortiori" concretely expresses all this, through a series of alliterations 
anomalous, of antitheses that are poorly cataloged (dis-fecemi, in-anellata, 
di-sposando), of strangely sung and popular rhythmic accents, almost 
melodramatic ("Remember me who am the Pious", which is_ the 
hendecasyllable of a song monodic and monostrophic of the central Italian 
area), if it does not contradict that rationality, it however opens it towards 
indefinable irrationalistic ambiguities. 

The "double nature" of Dante's poem therefore presents itself - but we 
could probably continue - in the form of this series of dichotomies: 
"theological point of view" and "sociological observation point"; «fast 
register» and «slow register»; «figurative reality» and «allegorical reality»; 
«Dante narratom» and «Dante character»; «language of prose» and 
«language of poetry». 

By aligning all these theses on one side, and all these antitheses on the 
other, we come to establish two series, within which Dante's poetic 


operation takes place. 

The first series, as we can see, is quite coherent: the point of view of 
theological and transcendent synthesis implies a strict anti-aesthetic, or a- 
aesthetic, functionality: therefore on the one hand the rapid register, which 
goes straight to the pre-established purpose, which is exhaustive of areas 
reserved with non-infringing regularity for a given topic etc. etc., and, on 
the other, the rationalistic planning of the psychologies and figures of the 
poem, never abandoned to creativity, to immediate inspiration. All 
dominated by the magical-universalistic sign of allegory, and reported with 
a certain "officiality" and a gravity that is sometimes a little too solemn by 
the narrator Dante. 

Even the second series, all things considered, is sustainable. It is the 
observation point within the public world of Florence, with its great 
political events, its violent human situations, its unspeakable details of life, 
which can produce that irrationalistic congestion which is the material of 
the very high and mysterious "poetic fixations": and therefore the "slow 
register", which coincides in Dante (as in Petrarch) with the most typical 
moments of the "language of poetry". And it is that same immediate and 
human experience that provides the allegory with the nature of figurative 
reality: experienced existentially by the character Dante. 


Now, was there in Dante the will to be a poet? Poet I say, as a poet? And 
what was, and where was, this will? 

Trying to answer this question means taking the rereading of Dante as a 
kind of examination of conscience. Since, during the short period of a long 
post-war period, Dante's "fortune" in Italy - in a "small company", still 
burning with interests not matured in the manuals - consisted in a 
"plurilingual function" as a guarantee of realism, to be on the one hand, and, 
on the other, as a guarantee of ideological inspiration, of writing conceived 
outside of any direct poetic desire (which had characterized the Italian 
marginal area of twentieth-century European literature). 

But in the meantime, a non-critical observation must be anticipated 
immediately: there is an unconscious poetic will throughout Dante's poem, 
understood as an unconscious will precisely to give poetry as poetry (it is 
Auerbach who in his golden manual of synopsis of literary stories 
comparative novels, elects Villon as «the first poet as such»): and such a 
will, it must be added, is by nature an anomalous and mysterious will, quite 


close — let us say we users of Freud, and much less free than our ancestors — 
to forms of paranoia or schizophrenia. I believe the frightening unity of 
Dante's language is a unique case 1n all known literary stories. And it is an 
inexplicable unity, if you think about the double nature of his poem, which I 
tried to identify in some antithetical terms, but which in reality was the 
main problem of the entire history of Dante criticism. A bit like the 
coexistence of human nature and divine nature in Christ is the main 
problem of evangelical exegesis (and I cannot find a more suitable 
archetype for the Comedy, even if it is so little connatural). The contrast of 
the two series of principles that preside over Dante's linguistic operation 
would not allow for any possible linguistic unity: unless one of the two 
series revealed itself to be surreptitious and pretextual, to leave all the 
sincerity and authenticity to the other. But this is not proven, nor in the 
process of being demonstrated. The poetic unity of the Comedy, which, I 
repeat, has something terrible and perhaps, in its sublime charm, 
inconsumable and inimical, presents itself as an unrelated whole: it is - I 
repeat - I presume - an unconscious will, a bio- natural linguistic. On this 
road we are in the dark and in the "gnashing of teeth", it is better to abandon 
it. 

Rather than if there is, it would be better to ask ourselves where Dante's 
will to create poetry is: in which ideal points. If the principle to which the 
synthesis is due - the unity of language - between two such extraordinary 
antithetical series, remains totally unattainable by extratextual research. 

The "points" of the text where the "direct desire for poetry" is revealed 
are in any case not verifiable either all on one side or all on the other of the 
two antithetical series, nor, much less, along the line of some unifying 
principle (which does not is ontological); a working hypothesis then 
appears quite valid, I suppose: one that involves a search for those "points" 
along the suture where the two opposite series join or collide: and where 
therefore expressiveness finds its most acute moments or more unstable. 

Magic hypothesis! Its application, albeit schematic and impatient, in the 
part of the laboratory dedicated to more specifically linguistic observations, 
seems to me to have overturned a whole part of Dante's interpretation of the 
Italian militant culture of recent years. 

In fact: the socio-linguistic relationship between the various languages 
that make up the Florentine vernacular as the real language of a complex 
society, should be, along the suture that brings together two very socially 


different languages, highly dramatic - I say expressively dramatic. Let us 
therefore suppose, absurdly, that in a passage of the poem the (usual) 
cultured word, indeed even obsolete due to excessive culture, "pulcro" and 
the (usual) affective-familiar-plebeian word "dindi" are found side by side: 
the morphological combination would be an explosion of expressiveness 
("the pulcro dindi"!). But a comparison of this type is never found in the 
Comedy. It is but a mere possibility. 

It is therefore true that in Dante there is the coexistence of two different 
and opposing socio-lexical series: but each of the two is always in its place, 
each falls within the limits of a specific case, that is, within the limits of an 
ideal "condition stylistics" to emblematically relive the particular language 
of a particular character (or environment). Only by "thinking back" to the 
Comedy is it possible to take into account the co-presence of two very 
different lexical series. And the comparison is therefore only in our heads. 

This comparison would also be ascertainable in the text, if Dante released 
two lexical terms from their socially evocative function (the Free Indirect 
potential) and used them arbitrarily, making them his own. Then an 
expressive friction would occur outside of any functionality, gratuitously: 
and the "will to create expressivity" would therefore explode naked and 
crude (as in much of contemporary European literature). But combinations 
of this type, I repeat, do not exist: Dante's multilingualism is well ordered, 
each language, drawn functionally, is in its place. 

If we then want not to completely renounce the idea of Dante's 
plurilingual expressiveness, so dear to our habits in recent years, we can 
refer it to the pure and simple presence of highly differentiated words, 
scandalous compared to the illustrious vernacular: nothing more. That is, no 
expressionistic clash between them. 


Perhaps our working hypothesis turns out to be even more fruitful if we 
look for the points of friction, of scandal, of expressive instability (where 
the direct desire for poetry is discovered), along the line where the leap in 
quality of the two "registers" occurs . 

It will be necessary to remember once again that it is the theological 
point of view, as functional, that gives the poem its fast rhythms, its 
merciless and content-based eschatology; while it is the earthly point of 
view, with its immediate human interests, the political, literary, linguistic, 
religious struggle, too, that which makes the gaze, full of an infinite 


cognitive possibility, focus on the things of the world: fixing them in that 
irrational and rationally unanalyzable way, which affects the 
hendecasyllables of the "slow register" (which are almost all the 
hendecasyllables of the poem, but isolated) as if outside the poem, in the 
physical fixity of poetic eternity. 

Dante's desire to be a poet could therefore be discovered in the always 
the same accent of all these "inscriptions for tombstones" in which a true 
reading of the Comedy consists (which is the traditional one of the thousand 
places memorized). In this case, however, we must admit that, both by his 
will and by the understanding we have of it, they are placed at a level of 
pure irrationality: because those "poetic eternities" (through which the 
Comedy "remakes" itself outside of itself itself), are the same ones that 
escape analysis in Petrarch's most "chosen and selective" sonnets: when that 
election which in Petrarch is essentially sensual and literary is accentuated, 
in the sense of moral and cognitive height. 

In short, we are faced with a double series of contradictions. 

A) In a linguistic sense: the will to be a poet would occur in Dante in the 
expressive moment, that is, in the climaxes of an expressiveness due to the 
presence, heteronomous with respect to poetry, of theology: but all this 
contradicts the fact that the "will to be poet" can be traced even better in the 
supreme moments of the metahistorical "ralenti" (i.e. in the most 
contradictory moment possible with respect to theological inspiration - 
which is what gives the fast, content moment). 

B) In a political-theological sense, the (analogous) contradiction is this: 
the upward shift of the point of view broadens the linguistic horizon and 
ensures expressiveness and realism to the language (therefore a secular and 
anti-theological moment): but, together, the absolute fixity of the "slow" 
verses escapes, as we have seen, the principle of universalistic-theological 
rationalism: precisely because it is the ultimate product of a human point of 
view which, in itself, was nothing other than direct experience, pragma: not 
rationalizable . And for this reason, as I was saying, those verses fall into 
the ontological zone of ineffability and irrationalism. 

Dante's real sacred moment would therefore not consist in his rational 
theological conscience: but it would manifest itself in poetic terms, thus 
becoming secular, and, in some way, literary: authentically "re-expressing" 
religious meta-historicity through the historicization of a _ "poetic 
irrationality" . 


Now, of this "poetic irrationality" (of which we do not know the real 
principle) the surest characteristic that we can preach is the obsessive unity 
of tone of the poem: which is therefore never given by the use of words 
more or less centrifugal with respect to at the inspiring centre: but it is 
given by the regular and somewhat preconceived position that they take in 
the discourse. Practically from the discrimination of their use. And, 
practically, every possibility of linguistic contamination is nullified in 
Dante's text, as the discriminatory obsession in the use of potentially 
"contaminating" words is such as to reduce them almost to fossils: and as 
such assimilated in the tone which Dante never transgresses, for no more 
lively or more sublime tone, closer to the chatter of the earth or the silences 
of the sky. 

Ultimately, what made Dante "macro" for so many years was a terrible 
operation of selectivity: operated on a number of words and linguistic 
modes that he himself had made practically innumerable. 

Regarding other similar operations (that of Ariosto, that of Cervantes) we 
know, to our schematic satisfaction, the principle of this "selectivity over an 
immensely expanded vocabulary": it is the birth of the bourgeoisie, and 
therefore of humor as the corrosion of feudal institutions first, and then as a 
screen between the subject and the object. Detachment was thus ensured, 
and therefore the eternal cadence of the same tone on an eternally varied 
matter. 

For Dante, if we do not know the principle of his selective detachment, 
we can nevertheless deduce, beyond his various techniques, the measure, or 
the internal norm that regulates it: it is a rigorously maintained equidistance 
between the author and the infinite particular aspects of his world. 

Macro to the point of inhumanity for this successful bet, Dante can well 
say at the end of his poem that he has never transgressed by a millimeter 
this equidistance from matter: the only ironclad, ruthless law, dominant 
over all the particular laws that regulate his multilingualism. 

But this iron law of equidistance not only ensures that - within a general 
plan that does not allow partial improvisations due to some freedom of 
feeling - Dante's moral and sentimental attitude is always the same towards 
his characters and his facts: but it also ensures that Dante is always 
equidistant from himself, that is from his own feelings: angry protests, 
contained pity, naive participations, severe and hopelessly sweet evocations 
of details of existence, whatever they may be. 


Dante was able to achieve this by incorporating himself into his material, 
that is, by making himself the protagonist of the poem. 

The feelings are therefore never his, but are Dante's character: the 
invective "Ahi Pisa...", for example, is not said in the first person, by Dante 
the author, as it seems: but it is a "free indirect speech" by Dante character. 

Hence its absolute stylistic rigor: its remaining absolutely equidistant, 
with all the rest of the poem, from the author's creative and linguistic 
moment. 

Dante's recent fortune, founded on heteronomous and rationalistic 
inspiration, and on his realistic vision of society - which produces 
multilingualism - turns out to be due to a rather partial examination. In 
reality, all of Dante's verses (with the exception, probably, of the rare and 
unamalgamable mythological verses, and the verses written according to 
certain bizarre rules of the ars dictandi), are, deep down, made of infinitely 
pure material: much more "chosen" than those of Petrarch (whose 
"election" was, we repeat, literary: that is, due to a regression to the literary 
vernacular of the Dolce Stil Novo, linguistically homologous to a pre- 
communal feudal society, or to a nascent noble society); indeed, so chosen, 
as to not allow understanding if not, ultimately, infinitely exquisite, 
involving the sum of the highest feelings of each of us. 

The contrast between Dante's multilingualism and  Petrarchan 
monolingualism was, at least in the "small company", incorrect, or partially 
incorrect. If ever there is a need to contrast monolingualism with 
monolingualism: an elected and selective monolingualism (Petrarch) and a 
tonal monolingualism (Dante); a monolingualism due to the infinite 
iteration of one's own internal attitude and one's relationship with a 
crystallized reality (Petrarch) and a monolingualism due to a perfectly 
invariable equidistance from one's own internal attitude and one's 
relationship with reality, however varied this may be ( Dante); a 
monolingualism as an eternally homogeneous soliloquy (Petrarch), to a 
monolingualism that incessantly homogenizes the most diverse fictions of 
dialogue (Dante). That is, for certain Italian Marxist criticism, which 
wanted to distinguish poetry from poetry, everything would have to start 
from scratch. 

(1965) 


Appendix THE BAD MIMESIS 


«Dante's desire to be a poet» was not born under the sign of «the 
overused opposition between militant criticism and academic criticism»: 
some of the critics I respect the most — or rather, to tell the truth — the critics 
I respect the most, taught or teach at university. If anything, my article was 
born under the sign of the distinction between a small critical group, a 
"small company", and all other criticism: and this distinction is not based at 
all on reasons of value or validity, but simply on the reason that I made a 
very "private" speech for Dante, very much within the interests of that 
group. I stated this explicitly several times in my note. 

I now follow the four points of Segre's criticism: 

1) In an essay of mine on «Paragone», 184, pages. 121-144, I have 
precisely tried to broaden the strictly grammatical notion of "free indirect 
discourse": I regret having disturbed the terminological slumbers of 
university criticism which declares itself as such with this. I insist on saying 
that free indirect discourse is much more complex and complicated than it 
appears in correct usage: I insist on saying that free indirect discourse 
cannot help but have a sociological basis, because it is impossible to 
"relive" the particular discourse of a speaker if social extraction with its 
linguistic characteristics has not been identified (Barthes says very well: 
«...every individual is a prisoner of his own language: outside his class, the 
first word signals him, locates him entirely and puts him on display in all 
his truth". It is obvious that a writer, if he wants to relive the words of that 
individual, must be able to grasp them in all their sociological accuracy). 
Finally, I insist on saying that there are direct discourses whose sociological 
and linguistic precision implies a potential free indirect discourse. For 
example, D'Annunzio's direct speeches do not imply any potential free 
indirect speech: even if first made indirect, and then freed from the "that", it 
is always D'Annunzio who speaks. Instead, Dante's direct speeches almost 
always imply free indirect potentials, because their words are the typical 
words of the characters evoked. 


(The expression "internal form" in my pages was clearly used in its 
common and literal meaning: not in the one "elaborated by the philosophers 
of language". There are no misunderstandings about this, unless one creates 
them on purpose. I could not then give that as obvious and obvious - and 
therefore a bit approximate - the fact that the language of poetry and the 
language of prose are not synchronic, in a given context. Finally, my use of 
the terms monolingualism and multilingualism is certainly not that of a 
university assistant: they imply my entire ideology as a writer. The 
operation of one of my readers, especially if he reads me with a 
"philological animus", should be to free himself from professional habits, 
and try to understand what I am trying to make him understand.) 

2) The first paragraphs of observations no. 2 by prof. Secrets are not to 
be taken into consideration: these are inferences that good bourgeois people 
have been making about me for some time, and to which I have never 
responded. As for the other paragraphs... 


Does Dante not care about Vanni Fucci's class? And this said in the tone 
of someone who claims that Dante doesn't care about anyone's class? Then 
it is really useless to argue with the professor. Segre: we have diametrically 
opposed ideas. In any case, I take advantage of the question raised here (and 
about which it is useless to tell us why you care and why you joke) to return 
to free indirect: here, that of Vanni Fucci, a good case, on which the prof. 
Segre will be able, if he wants, to meditate and verify certain slightly 
uncomfortable ideas about the "oratio obliqua": first of all it is not true, as 
the professor says. Segre, that Vanni Fucci's "direct speech" is only a 
"strong but stylistically perfect and even sustained language". Dante, as 
always, by placing his character's speech in quotation marks, does not make 
a merely grammatical attribution to him: it is always a mimesis, albeit a 
sublime one. And it is this mimesis that is Dante's real judgment. In fact, 
Vanni Fucci's direct speech represents him linguistically for what he is 
humanly and socially: something different from a violent man or a thief. 
And in fact Dante could have placed him - and certainly thought about it - 
among the violent: but his justice would have only been partially real. 
Instead, he places it out of bias, out of anger, out of spite, out of scandal, out 
of revenge, among thieves: this arrangement is also due only to a 
questionable act of justice. The figure of Vanni Fucci is not exhausted either 
by the guilt of a violent man or by that of a thief. His language is not the 


language of a violent lord, nor the language of a plebeian thief: it is the 
language of a lord who became a thief through violence. He has 
downgraded himself. He has abandoned his habits which could have been 
those of a nobleman, both linguistically and socially (af this were not a 
hendiadys), to artificially assume the socio-linguistic habits of a criminal. 
This will certainly be due to a trauma unknown to us of that troubled and 
irreducible Pistoia soul. 

A trauma which, however, we could also recognize through our 
contemporary diagnostic tools (Marxism and psychoanalysis), but which 
Dante nevertheless recognized no less or worse than us: and which he 
therefore described for what it was. Vanni Fucci presents himself, through 
his own words - those that Dante attributes to him with stupendous and 
absolute mimicry - as a man who protests against the world and its 
institutions, a small provincial Capaneo, an old teddy boy enraged by 
contamination with the world outlaw (linguistically slang) that he has 
chosen. He immediately begins by bitterly saying «it rained»: he is making 
an irony about himself: a gentleman's irony, with popular vivacity: «it 
rained in Tuscany». He knows of his own condition as an abject, 
downgraded, "rain-in-hell type": and for the same reason he calls himself a 
"mule", which is another vivacity from spoken language; when he then calls 
himself by his postponed nickname - another slang habit of servants - Vanni 
Fucci Bestia (the Anonymous Florentine attests that it is a nickname; but it 
is a testimony that was not needed), he gives the final touch , perfect, to 
self-definition made with a criminal jargon adopted out of contempt for the 
good life. In short, Vanni Fucci's language recalls, as Sapegno notes, the 
language of Angiolieri: a cultured man who recreates the comic style of the 
ignorant, through refinement and anger. Except that Vanni Fucci actually 
experienced degeneration: he truly was cursed. And this is what Dante 
actually condemns. The potential free indirect discourse, which spies on 
Dante's real judgment on Vanni Fucci, i.e. his real knowledge of that soul, 
as well as emerging in the direct, emerges, even more violent and explicit, 
in the narrative caption. That is, Dante, speaking to him and about him ("the 
hands raised with both the chips", "Tell him not to mucci") places himself 
on the same linguistic level as him: he relives his speech. That is, he adopts, 
out of knowledge of his cursed fury, and perhaps also for defense, that 
thieves' language that Vanni Fucci had adopted to describe himself (and 
which was precisely the language he used in life - probably in 1292 Dante 


had met him in person and heard of): deliberate contamination between 
cultured language and underworld jargon. It is true, in fact, that 1t 1s Dante 
who, reliving Vanni Fucci's speech, says in his report: "he raised his hands 
with both chips", but it is Vanni Fucci himself who then completes the 
expression. «Stop, God, I'm looking at them for you!». And this cuts the 
nail on the head: in fact the entire expression, adopted by Vanni Fucci from 
the plebeian jargon, was "squaring the chips": and Dante uses half of this 
expression (the chips), reliving Vanni's speech, in a withering mimesis, the 
other half (squaring) is in Vanni's direct speech; which is therefore designed 
by Dante within the same mimetic context, from oratio obliqua, in which 
his report is designed. 

The expression "square the chips", used as it is, for the first member, 
outside the quotation marks, for the second member inside the quotation 
marks, becomes symbolic and symptomatic: it concretely demonstrates that 
Dante's linguistic operation was the same outside and inside the quotation 
marks: that the same mimetic quantity (parsimonious and sublime despite 
the comic) that is found in the narrative text is found inside direct speeches. 
Free indirect discourse does not occur explicitly in the Comedy for the 
simple reason that Dante as narrator is also Dante as character: and it is he, 
both as narrator and as character, who tells. The only possibility of free 
indirect discourse in the Comedy was thus that of the character Dante: and 
this in fact happens, however difficult 1t may seem to the professor. Secrets. 
«Ahi Pistoia», «Ahi Pisa», are technically free indirect speeches of Dante 
the character (even if, in content, they may coincide with possible equally 
interjective speeches of Dante the poet). 

The judgment that Dante gives on Vanni Fucci is not in the infernal 
punishment that he assigns to him, nor in the criminal facts that are the 
reason for that punishment: what Dante condemns first of all in Vanni Fucci 
is the degenerative process that led to change from a noble man to a vile 
robber and thief, and the bestial sacrilegious fury which, presenting itself as 
an alibi for pride, hid the real weakness with which he succumbed to 
degradation. 

The language with which Vanni pronounces his bloody prophecy is the 
strong and stylistically supported language of the culture: which, however, 
is immediately evaded, distorted and almost sacrilegiously ridiculed, as in a 
kind of atrocious pun, by the conclusion: «And I said it because I owe you 
pain!» In short, Vanni Fucci is perfectly aware of his abjection: he knows 


how wickedness is somehow justified by its excess: not only that, but he 
also knows that this excess of wickedness can somehow justify him in front 
of Dante's dignity and even humiliate or make such dignity is a bit petty. 
And this is what exasperates Dante: that he therefore does not know how to 
objectively condemn it (since there is not even a nominal definition of 
Vanni Fucci's "real" sin). Dante can therefore only condemn it if he knows 
it and describes it thoroughly: that is, unmasks it. Moral judgment is a non- 
institutional, but originally cognitive act. And its concrete appearance, in 
this case, is mimetic. Anything but medieval comic tradition! Nothing but a 
stylistic choice, authorized by a "long and well-known _ prehistory 
(distinction, hierarchization and functionalization of styles)"! If Dante is the 
author of the «Fiore» (I still have to read Contini's attributive essay: and I 
am sure it will convince me), it must be said that the vernacular of the 
Commedia is at least as far from that of the Fiore as it is from that of the 
Dolce New Style. 

We could therefore use for Vanni Fucci the heated words of Mauriac, 
who spoke about a certain Figon in the «Figaro Littéraire»: You are not a 
hooligan, you only play the part of a hooligan. If you were, you wouldn't be 
so aware of it. This Figon is one of the "heroes" of Ben Barka's kidnappers 
and murderers: as the newspapers say: "he is thirty-nine years old, he is the 
son of a high-ranking official of the Legion of Honour. A restless and 
rebellious boy, he had his first encounter with justice in 1945, when he was 
just nineteen. Arrested, he passed himself off as crazy and remained in a 
hospital in Villejuif for three years... After living by his wits until 1950, to 
escape arrest he opened fire on his pursuers... Released from prison in '61, 
he began hanging out with cafes and the cellars of Saint Germain Des Prés. 
He collaborates with several newspapers... he even publishes an essay in 
Sartre's magazine... In June '62 he makes a sensational appearance on 
television. He is interviewed, with his face kept in shadow, in his capacity 
as an authentic thug. His cynical, bitter confession, made in the language of 
prisoners, causes scandal..." Dante is therefore scandalized. And, for an 
instant, his moral highness seems to waver: he immediately recovers, 
however, because, like Mauriac, he knows that Vanni Fucci is playing a 
part. He remakes a language. (Which is certainly not that of the underworld 
city of Figon: we must keep in mind that we are in the vicinity of Pistoia: 
and every bandit must have had a Tuscan peasant mother, with her beautiful 
wise tongue: and the euphemistic-humorous, peasant, on the "bad guys" 


will also have remained in some way in the judgment he has of himself: 
"lively" therefore, rather than strictly "slang" ("Piovvi in Toscana", "Vanni 
Fucci Bestia", "mule", "den »: and only finally, to épater les burgeois, the 
sensational line: «Take away, God, I'm looking at them!»). Dante therefore 
takes control of Vanni Fucci's bad mimesis: with this he takes control of 
him: and formulates, as I said, through it his real judgment on the sinner. 

But his operation isn't all there. In fact, a balance must be re-established 
immediately: the discussion cannot lean entirely on the side of that bad 
mimesis. We need to give back to Vanni Fucci those linguistic rights that he 
refuses: does he belong to the educated and ruling class, yes or no? It is 
here, in his belonging, by birth, to a class, that Vanni Fucci's flaw opens: 
unmasked, he reveals himself as belonging to the same linguistic level as 
Dante. Then Dante gives him back what he took from him. It enters him 
through this flaw, bringing with it an invective of the highest level, and uses 
it to make it public... In short, after Dante spoke, in the direct discourse of 
his poem, with the "true" words of Vanni Fucci, here in a subsequent direct 
speech by the same character, he speaks with Dante's "true" words. At first 
it is an average Dante's canon: "I cannot deny what you ask..." and then it 
reaches the heights of "ch'e di torbidi nuvoli involuto", which, in fact, is a 
little difficult to attribute at the same time to Vanni Fucci and to Dante: it is 
definitely a "Dantesque style", they are "true" words of Dante. 

The linguistic symbiosis between Dante and his character therefore has 
three phases, each of which exists freely inside and outside the quotation 
marks, without taking them into account: the first phase is an integral 
mimetic adoption, albeit synthetically sublime, of the comic, Le. 
naturalistic, language , of his character; the second is the use of an average 
language common to Dante and the character (if this, as is the case of Vanni 
Fucci, belongs to the same social and cultural circle as Dante); the third is 
the attribution to the character of typically Dantesque ways, of high and 
very high tone, and, as such, inconceivable in the mouths of non-poet 
speakers, even exceptional as men. These are all elements of the oratio 
obliqua (when it is not merely naturalistic): it is exactly the exchange that 
takes place between author and character in a "free indirect" way, for which 
the low mimetic limit does not prevent the author from going back when 
and how he wants at its highest expressive peaks: when inspiration or 
eschatological programming requires it. 


By making Vanni Fucci a "pretext" to pronounce a prophecy through his 
blasphemous mouth, Dante has in short contaminated two languages: 
Vanni's slang language and his poetic one. Vanni's jargon, in this 
perspective, presents itself as an existential pedestal to a small monument of 
style (the prophecy) not without a certain eschatological rigidity. But just as 
Dante is free with respect to the mimesis of Vanni Fucci's sensational true 
speech, so he is free with respect to his own eschatology. The poetic peaks, 
high, even if not very high - high at least as a linguistic canon - "which is 
involuted with turbid clouds" "and with an impetuous and bitter storm", 
emerge from the prophetic text, are overwritten moments of the "Dante 
remembered by heart » — are, precisely, dictated in the slow register. And 
with them Dante seems to take his revenge, once he has entered, through 
the flaw I mentioned, into the soul of Vanni Fucci: «Ah, you intend to 
scandalize me, to make me look like a serious and moralistic bourgeois, of 
the one who is on the side of the institutions, of the respectable citizen who 
is annoyed, on television, by Figon's swear words? Well, first of all let it be 
clear that I know your game: You play a part - and then listen to these 
words of mine, intoned in the highest literary register, with dactylic 
combinations of slips and alliterations: if you are crazy at the bottom, I I'm 
crazy high. If I had the pettiness to take revenge on you by classifying you 
among the violators of heritage rather than among those violent against God 
(but by blaspheming God you want to offend not God, but those who, for 
better or worse, believe in it: you make God a social institution, a little 
Pistoian taboo, the pretext of a group of quarrelsome privileged people), 
you must admit that, at the same time, I have enlarged you: I have taken 
you out of your rural dens, I have remade you in pure Romanesque, I have 
placed you in the myth of Antiquity, I gave your small dimensions the real 
vastness of the small dimensions of the Apennine or Greek classics." 


THE END OF THE AVANT-GARDE (Notes for a sentence by Goldmann, 
for two lines of an avant-garde text, and for an interview by Barthes) 


I 


«It would be interesting to follow the intricacies of these secondary novel 
forms which could naturally be based on the collective consciousness. We 
would perhaps discover - we have not yet studied it - a very varied range, 
ranging from the lowest forms of the Delly type, to the highest ones that we 
can find in writers such as Alexandre Dumas or Eugéne Sue. It is perhaps 
on this level that we must place certain highly successful works linked to 
new forms of collective consciousness in parallel with the Nouveau 
Roman.» 

This sentence - which is a bit of a future work plan - with which 
Goldmann concludes his essay on the "Sociology of the novel" - lends itself 
to many considerations. 

First of all to a critical consideration on Goldmann himself: Goldmann, 
in fact, seems not to know or not want to know that what distinguishes the 
second-rate novels, indicated here, from the first-rate novels, analyzed in 
the previous pages, is the literary value, 1.e. a different linguistic quality. In 
content, in the story - in the practical structure - they are identical, Dumas 
and Stendhal are the same thing: nothing distinguishes the hero of the two 
novels, in his "homological" correspondence with the economic hero of free 
competition capitalism (according to Goldmann's definitions). 

Is there therefore a more subtle and complex moment (that of writing, or 
style) to be isolated in the phenomenon of homology? It is quite simple, as 
Goldmann seems to conceive it: the careerism of the hero of 
industrialization certainly resembles the impetus for affirmation of the 
cohesive character of the nineteenth-century novel, etc. etc. But in this case 
we do not rather naively identify the structure of the novel with its socio- 
psychological content of events, with its development, etc. etc.? Completely 
ignoring the language, i.e. the stylistic moment, on which the novel's 
hierarchies of value are based? 


In short: it seems to me that a discussion on homology, like Goldmann's, 
could also be done on translated novels. And in fact I understand what 
Goldmann says, also about Russian or German texts (i.e. written in 
languages I don't know): that is, about, say, the stories of Dostoiewsky's and 
Kafka's characters. 

I don't deny that all this is quite legitimate: the novel, in fact, has 
"internal" non-linguistic forms - for example the psychology of the 
characters, their "figures" as they appear when the book is closed - which 
can very well be kept intact even through any translation. 

But the quality of the page, the one that determines the hierarchy of 
values, and places Delly's or Sue's novels in a lower order than those of 
Dostoiewsky or Kafka? 

At this point, in my possible criticism of Goldmann, a different cultural 
formation intervenes, a different way of conceiving the reading of a text 
(which I also question here). 

What I am used to hearing immediately in a text is not, in short, the 
fictional story of a hero, but the quality of the page that narrates it: the real 
structure of a novel does not seem to me to be placed in its semantic field (I 
adopt this expression by vague analogy), but in its linguistic field. For me, 
if there is homology between social structure and novel structure, this 
homology must be sought by comparing the social structure with the 
linguistic structure of the novel, or, in this case, with its stylistic structure 
(up until now I have always used the word system). At least that's how it 
seems to me. But, in fact, I'm not entirely sure anymore. 


A second observation that can be made on this sentence by Goldmann is 
certainly a little extravagant compared to the text. 

Could the "blockbusters" that Goldmann talks about be some of the last 
great spy films or westerns? That is: does Goldmann's argument also apply 
to cinema? And what I have defined as the "language of poetic cinema" 
could only be a parallel chapter of the "novel without a novel" that 
Goldmann speaks of, as a "novelistic structure homologous to monopoly 
capitalism"? (It is very probable: and I myself, in more generic terms, in 
concluding that essay of mine on the "Cinema of Poetry" broadened the 
strictly technical examination in this sense). 

In cinema, the hierarchy of values between first-rate and second-rate 
narrative products is even more clear and sensational: the small 


bourgeoisies of industrialized countries - and now on the path to 
technological civilization - have abandoned or are abandoning the interest 
in the «expressive qualities» of «problematic individuals»: it seems they no 
longer need such an alibi in front of their «collective conscience». 

And their choice is therefore the natural one: that is, they choose the 
second-rate film, without expressiveness and without problems. 

But why does cinema arrive at this phenomenon so late? Do the petty- 
bourgeois masses of the industrial world now choose the second-rate film 
analogous to the second-rate novel of thirty or forty years or a hundred 
years ago? Could this delay perhaps be an absolutely normal synchrony 
with the narrative of pocket books? But aren't pocket books, like the 
aforementioned successful films, narrative structures homologous to the 
capitalism of thirty, forty or a hundred years ago? Why are there so many 
consumers, and so diligent and generous, now? Do these consumers — 
typical representatives of neo-capitalism — perhaps miss the capitalism of 
the ironworks owner? And is it therefore the usual cultural delay of the 
great masses, who await the "descent" - as folklore scholars say - of 
products elaborated and worn out by the chronologically more advanced 
elites? 

I don't know how to answer all these questions. But it is not to respond 
directly to them that I began this second observation on Goldmann's phrase: 
but rather to underline a fact: that while the narrative structures of pocket 
books present themselves explicitly as an editorial revival, or late 
phenomenon of mass consumption of cultural products — the same 
impression is not had for films similar to those novels. 

I mean that the hypothetical and potential language of cinema - if it exists 
- and if it does not exist, if it cannot be defined - the set of "art languages" 
of the various films - is an international and inter-classist language , by its 
very nature (even if not yet morphologically defined). 

Now it is true that in every film there is the spoken language of the 
characters, which constitutes a particularistic and national moment: 
however this language is in some way diachronic with the typical language 
of cinema: for which an im-sign is formed by the physical presence 
audiovisual presentation of the character - from his action, from himself - 
with the integration of his language (which thus becomes only a particular 
element). 


Well: a language founded on the audiovisual reproduction of reality, that 
is, reality tout court, cannot possess structures strictly homologous to those 
of the recognized historical society where the film is produced. The 
audiovisual reproduction of reality is a language or an identical language in 
Italy or France, Ghana or the United States. The possible and not yet 
defined narrative structures of this language of cinema, which "expresses 
reality with reality", would therefore not seem to respond to the laws of 
homology - essentially national as they are typical of nations dominated by 
capitalist bourgeoisies - so acutely described by Goldmann: if there is a 
homological character in the structures of cinema in relation to those of 
society, this society is configured, then, in an amorphous and general way, 
like the entire civil humanity - including the "developing" countries. 

The structures of the language of cinema therefore present themselves as 
transnational and transclassist rather than international and interclassist: 
they prefigure a possible socio-linguistic situation of a world made 
generally unitary by complete industrialization and the consequent leveling 
implying the disappearance of particularistic and national traditions. 

(The proliferations of spies and cowboys, highly technicalised, would 
thus present themselves, only on the surface, as filmic re-editions of the 
heroes of second-rate bourgeois literature - the fictional hero homologous to 
the economic hero of capitalism of free competition and of paleo- 
imperialism -: they would instead represent a subtle case of - technological 
- inter-classism, as, perhaps, they would be the heroes of the "free time" of 
societies composed, at the lowest level, of specialized workers: a common 
dream, however, of the manager and of the worker, the technocrat and the 
technician.) 

The third observation on Goldmann's sentence - and it is the observation 
that matters most here - presents itself as strictly Italianistic, it falls into our 
everyday nightmare. 

What is it that, in Italy, has unlocked the masses of film consumers, 
bringing them back to cinemas? And what caused certain interests that 
seemed to have awakened in recent years to decline, for films with 
expressive qualities and problematic issues? And what is it, together, that 
makes Mr. feel. Is Valeri Manera right when he talks about a "return to 
order" in Italian fiction? 

I believe I can answer these questions with scandalous simplism: in Italy 
the cause of all this is the fact that, to express myself with worldly 


euphemism, Marxism has gone out of fashion; and by this I mean that 
Marxist culture, in its real moment, is turned towards itself, to criticize 
itself, to reflect on itself, to rethink itself, while, in its official moment, it 
pretends that nothing has happened, it gathers around the flag of its old 
workerism, uses words and forms of a Quatriduan ars dictandi: and 
therefore intervenes in vain - with some small electoral failures. In the Italy 
of the Resistance and commitment, 1.e. the vital moment of Marxism, albeit 
through the paths of tacticalism and communist officialdom, a vast 
operation of cultural diffusion had been implemented: culture had become 
"fashionable". And even the most conservative and ignorant bourgeoisies, 
due to a kind of snobbery, were attracted to the game: that is, they were 
consumers of films and books, which the PCI and left-wing culture 
considered committed, because commitment was at the center of cultural 
discussion and therefore worldly. Now, therefore, Marxist parties and 
organizations would no longer have the strength to impose the fashion of 
certain cultural products: they would be deprived of their authority and their 
paraenesis would sound feeble. 

With a brutal turning of their shoulders, the big bourgeoisie and the petty- 
bourgeois masses, in a "new collective consciousness", nevertheless make 
choices that stand out as symptoms of a pragmatic and irrefutable change. 

The problematic individual, who was the alibi, behind whose acceptance 
the bourgeoisie had been able to hide its bad conscience, had had the right 
to citizenship, in Italy, for a certain period, presenting himself as 
"committed": and it was precisely the bourgeoisie that wanted it and 
accepted it like this: alibi upon alibi; alibi of commitment over the alibi of 
problematicity. 

Commitment, therefore, in the period of bourgeois reconstruction, was 
only the guise of problematicity: and as such it was already prefigured 
before the bourgeois conscience. Moreover, a certain vitalism, a certain 
hopeful factionalism (similar to those of the Left) was also needed in the 
Degasperian world which was laboriously moving forward. Today, 
commitment is a now useless alibi for the conscience of the Italian 
bourgeoisie, which has overcome poverty and crossed the first milestone of 
industrialization: and the fall of commitment, as an owl notion, has dragged 
with it, into fall, the problematic nature tout court: the protest, the 
individual who protests, the abnormal, the Different etc. (with some albeit 
slight cases of racism). The new "collective conscience" in Italy excludes 


problems. His ideology, it is well known, is the "decline of ideology". 
Marxism, in crisis, does not have the authority to make valid the arguments 
that rightly contest this decline, its old pretextuality, the hooligan 
indifference of its appeals to technology, etc. etc. And in this protest, not 
even the groups of rigid Marxists, "Piacentini" have any real weight - sparse 
groups operating in the provinces, in an Upper Italy that thinks of 
something else and elsewhere. 

I repeat: the fall of the notion of commitment, as a flirtatious notion, has 
dragged with it, in the fall, the problematic nature tout court, the protest, the 
individual, who protests, the abnormal, the Different etc. 

But what was the effect of this hateful need for stability and leveling of 
the bourgeoisie, of this obscene health of neo-capitalism? The most 
incredible and the most natural. A revival, widespread, violent, scandalous 
and popular, to the point of being fashionable, of pure and simple 
problematicity, of protest, of the protesting individual, of the abnormal, of 
the Different, etc.! Who have reached - in the fury of defending themselves 
and despairing - a sort of aggressive exhibitionism; unmooring and 
distinguishing itself from the rational protest of Marxism; or even ignoring 
it, as happens especially in America. 

Faced with this non-violent anarchist revival, every other form of protest 
against society - and in this case against its literary elites - seems only 
literary. In comparison, let's say to Ginsberg, all linguistic protestors appear 
to be abatini — like a journalist imitating Contini, he calls football players 
graceful and academic. The entire Italian avant-garde, for example (apart 
from certain careerists, vulgar and almost physically repugnant) is made up 
of such abatini. If I had to define them, I would say that they are men who 
repeat, and want to repeat, with almost feminine and provocative 
punctiliousness, their father's characteristics... 

But this is peacefully admitted by them (in other words, of course!). 
Because it all began on their part, with a twist: that is, with the declaration 
of their own dissociation between linguistic doing and being in life. 
Linguistic doing consisted of a pure and simple linguistic battle against the 
bourgeoisie, being in life consisted of naturally and typically bourgeois 
behaviour. In short, avant-garde writers accepted the bourgeoisie as it is, in 
the same way, for example, that a MSI - due to an exhibitionism which 
consists in the scandalous choice of conformism - accepts Authority. This 
dissociation, declared with brazenness and aggressive conscience, was 


presented, at first, as part of a set of strictly unitary notions, such as the 
notions of a poetics: and it left everyone dumbfounded. But two or three 
years have passed and a few texts have piled up on the table. What do these 
texts testify? That what avant-garde writers had banned and left to 
relationships with publishers and to public life in general, presents itself not 
only as a part or element of those texts, but rather as their only real content. 

Let's take a passage from one of the many terrorist magazines. Here you 
are: 


Not that a bunch of places echappés bescheissen 
contra diabulum in the dormitory 
with him in the dormitory of ink semper diabuli duo... 


The origin of these long verses is probably in the verses of Rimbaud, 
then taken up several times during the avant-garde revivals (I would 
remember, if nothing else, Ardengo Soffici, and futurism in general). It goes 
without saying that this doesn't matter to me as a precedent (suitable to 
conveniently devalue the avant-garde as repetition, etc.: because this isn't 
true): it matters to me rather to identify a prosodic category. 

From the very beginning these long verses or lines of verses had an anti- 
literary function - when by literature we mean a syntactic and lexical 
product - a technique simply, as Barthes says - which all in all points to the 
value of words as the center of the universe (therefore more on their "sense" 
than on their "meaning"): whether nominal or verbal, in the language of 
literature understood classically - from Homer to Rimbaud no longer fully 
understood - the syntagms tended to valorise individual words. And it was a 
set of pregnant and concrete, sensual and ideological words, which founded 
the various techniques or "writings". 

These long verses (let's call them that, they have no other definition) 
instead of focusing the climaxes of the speech on one or two single key 
words - in practice making the sentence or verse a small illuminated 
environment in order to highlight two or three privileged terms - they tend 
to poeticize the climaxes outside the words, studying the "cursus" well, so 
that no climax falls on any word. 

The anti-social protest becomes an anti-literary protest, and this, thus, 
becomes an anti-verbal protest. The "cursus" of the long verse is therefore a 
tangential, fundamentally dactylic "cursus" (because there is no doubt that it 


is an idea of a dactylic structure, perhaps not entirely coincidentally, that 
dominates its origins). So every single word is placed as if on an inclined 
curve, and its charge, in this position, tends to reverse and escape 
tangentially. 

The whole of the "cursus" which, from tangent to tangent (its dactylic 
rhythm and without underlining) centrifuges the metaphorical meanings of 
the word, lightening it to the point of almost emptying it, therefore comes to 
form a convex curve, a kind of closure from the outside of the period or of 
the magmatic lax (of a somewhat biblical type), lightened of all its senses 
and meanings, of all its concreteness, of all its literariness and of all its life. 

Now, every destruction is essentially a self-destruction: and in the 
dactylic or tangential "cursus" of the long verse or verses, this obvious truth 
manifests itself with laboratory clarity: destroying the social (literary) 
values of the language, destroying the significant and metaphorical nature 
of the word, finally destroying his own writing or his own temptation to 
write - the poet destroys himself (but isn't it a litote?), and becomes 
insignificant even as an actor of a simple and absolute protest (if, of a 
protest, what what matters are the reasons, and therefore also the 
psychology). I know, we could even discuss this (we'll see later), but what 
I'm interested in deducing from these observations is something else. 
Meaning what. 

In these long verses, the equality of value that is established for all types 
of words - the "verbal democracy", so to speak, which removes the 
expressive peaks and levels the graph of linguistic oscillations to a flat and 
regular form; the graying that follows; and therefore the predominance of 
the litote - as the preservation of each word from its single expressive 
charge, as a continuous refusal to be there, and to evaporate, rather, along 
the tangent; the leveling brought about by the ellipses and the hermeneutic 
specialization of terms (there is no expressiveness in German for those who 
do not know German; and, for those who know it, swear words written 1n 
German lose all scatological violence - like saying sole rather than foot): all 
this means, in conclusion, that we find ourselves faced with rhythmic 
"sequences" of leveled words, all aligned on the same plane, isocephalic, 
isophone, frontal. 

There is a tendency, in short, to exclude the metaphoricity of language in 
favor of its metonymicity: but the metonymic figures that arise from it, of a 
syntagmatic type, embrace passages of "sense", or of reality, in the same 


way in which they embrace them of insignificant spirals of plaster. They are 
in fact metonymic figures born simply from the deliberate loss of 
metaphoricity: so they are presented in conclusion without shadows, 
without ambiguity and without drama, like impersonal forms or academic 
texts. 

Read all of Sanguineti's poems — and you will see how exact this 
description is; and so are Balestrini's "actions", and in short the texts of the 
less abject neo-avant-gardists. Although the pages of Sanguineti, Balestrini 
and the others are tormented by parentheses, by grammatical cuts, by 
typographical chasms, by interruptions, inversions and iterations of every 
kind, by quotations from other texts, the most anti-literary possible (but 
mostly journalistic — slogans, banalities of the news etc. etc.), no matter 
how much effort is made to make people forget literature understood as 
words, the page never sinks, it never wrinkles, it never opens on internal 
surfaces, it never it never rises in relief, it never presents, I won't say a 
shadow, but not even a penumbra, not even a chiaroscuro, and therefore it 
never has an ambiguity (if not stated), an uncertainty, a wedge, a pause, an 
error. 

Everything that is there, is there: on a single plane, devoid of luminism 
and bathed in a white and aseptic light of typographical universality. 

This description I made of an avant-garde text, as you can see, 
corresponds perfectly to every possible description of a classicist text. 

In fact, after reading an avant-garde text, what did I learn? What 
information did I get from those ways of writing? 

First of all, I came to know - quite clearly, and perhaps even with 
pleasure and with a sense of brotherhood - that, in that text, and through it, 
a linguistic struggle is taking place: and naturally, in this, there is no 
nothing related to classicism (but in the case, of course, that the desire for 
such a struggle is sincere). However, I still learn, quite clearly and with 
sympathy, that this linguistic struggle takes place: a) against the everyday 
ways of the petty-bourgeois language, stupidly habitual and unpoetic, b) 
against the ways of a traditional literature, which would be the equivalent of 
this language at a high jargon level. 

Everything, however, immediately seems to boil down to these two bare 
and schematic pieces of information. Almost as if the idea of this struggle 
was obsessive, and therefore could only repeat itself endlessly, pronouncing 
mechanical variants of always the same formulas. 


This is what I learned about the purposes of that text. 

But what do I learn about the author of that text? Ah, here, absolutely 
nothing. Or rather, I come to know just one thing: I come to know, that is, 
that he is a man of letters. A man of letters, in that he is not a magician who 
performs exorcisms, nor a priest who says mass, nor a speaker who 
proposes slogans, nor a notary who reads minutes. But, as from the 
exorcisms, the mass, the slogans and the minutes, I learn nothing about the 
magician, the priest, the orator or the notary - except that he is a magician, a 
priest, an orator, a notary - so an avant-garde text I don't learn anything 
about the man of letters who composed it, except simply that he is a man of 
letters. And this is how the ancient, incurable classicism of Italian literature 
is perpetuated. 


When literature is literature and that's it, it becomes a social fact. I can 
thus legitimately identify the literati who present themselves as literati and 
that's it, with what they are socially. 

Once, therefore, I have identified the avant-garde literati as literati and 
that's it - that is, I have classified them socially, for what they are in life 
(and want to be) - then I can judge and criticize in them what I have always 
had reluctance to do, out of respect for the grace that life must have. Don't 
bring private existence into ideological matters, don't mix character with 
literary disputes, etc. In short, don't be moralistic. 

Instead, now I know that if I wanted to do it, I could do it: because once 
the trick of dissociation has been unmasked - precisely and only through the 
now complete reading of the texts - that 1s, the effect of the initial twist has 
died down - the avant-garde writers, re-associated, they present themselves 
as the only thing that they are and that they want to be: that is, old petty 
bourgeois, gathered together according to the horrendous tradition in a 
group (freemasonry, mafia, academia, noise in the café, conference 
sessions, esprit de corps). 

Again out of respect for the grace that life must have, however, I will 
limit my criticisms of a practical and almost existential nature - of a literary 
diatribe - to two points. 

1) The terror, the taboo, the obsession of the avant-garde with naturalism 
as a false target, naively reveals the terror, the taboo, the obsession with 
reality. The literary technique which, in a crude interpretation, seems best to 
reproduce reality by evocation - naturalism - is the one that most frightens 


avant-garde writers, and arouses their defense mechanism, made up of 
contempt and albeit vain terrorism. 

2) The action - in a certain way necessary - carried out by the avant-garde 
to rethink and subvert the literary values that were being codified - ended 
up, naturally, giving counterproductive results (which, moreover, I don't 
really care about : it is an observation that I make): that is, the paper bomb 
exploded by the avant-gardists under the codified fort of literary values, 
caused a nice group of second-rate writers to swarm in through the breach 
(Berto, Bevilacqua, the good Prisco etc.): so that Italian literature is 
relegated to the B series. But that's fine, because this is the truth, and 
therefore we must be grateful to the avant-garde for having re-established it 
in their own way. 


II 


Is there a connection between my three very asymmetrical observations 
on Goldmann's step? Yes there is. 

I) Homology, I said, is not conceivable to me as strictly content-related: it 
is necessary, I said, to analyze the linguistic structure of a work, with which 
to integrate Goldmann's analysis of the structure of the story. Here I believe 
there can be a frank point of agreement and understanding between me and 
the avant-gardes. And it is on this frank point that there was, I repeat, a 
moment of necessity for the avant-gardes (at the beginning of the still 
unreflected and unaccepted Marxist crisis, and of the new "collective 
consciousness" of the neo-capitalist bourgeoisies). 

II) I said that the case of cinema constitutes an exception to the laws of 
homology as proposed by Goldmann, since the transnational and 
transclassist specificity of the language of cinema does not allow a direct 
linguistic homology between cinema and national societies. It is not at all 
the case, therefore, to take Goldmann's words as Gospel: that is, to resign 
oneself to being fatally "homologous in one's work to petty-bourgeois 
society", and to make this an alibi for legitimately being what one is with 
guilt, that is, actually, precisely, of the petty bourgeois. Vulgar, then, just as 
everything that is petty bourgeois is vulgar. There is only one way to 
redeem yourself from this condition: hate it. The avant-gardes turn a deaf 
ear to this: and this is why their ephemeral function is running out, and their 
actual end can be named and therefore exists. 

On the second of these two points, I think I have expressed myself quite 
clearly in the pages of these notes. 

However, I would like to focus on the first point. 

Is it really true that the real structure of a work is its linguistic structure 
(in the sense of stylistics)? This is one of the foundations of my way of 
seeing reality and reading books, which I have never questioned (hence, 
precisely, some elective affinity with the avant-garde, which I mentioned). 
Now it 1s precisely this that I am questioning, but naturally with the utmost 
uncertainty (so I write about it in defense, with a sort of meandering and 
subterranean humorous streak - a sign of prudence - which is certainly not 
usual for me...). 


What intrigues me - and it intrigues me because I am mature about it - is 
the fact that the two most advanced and extraordinary representatives of 
European essayism that I know of, namely Goldmann and Barthes, are both 
what we in Italy would call "contentists": they are completely deaf - except 
when they specifically deal with it - to the phonetic preciousness and 
semantic dilations of a language: to the language in itself - as if idealism 
and stylcriticism had never existed. 

But I had arrived, however, at this... "contentism"... as usual... through 
tortuous, ill-definable ways that included biographical vicissitudes and 
passions, incontinent, for an action always done before being understood. 

In short: the feeling of no longer being able to write using the technique 
of the novel immediately transformed me, through a kind of unconscious 
self-therapy, into the desire to use another technique, namely that of cinema. 
The important thing was not to do nothing or do anything negatively. There 
was no continuity between my decision to write a novel and my decision to 
make a film. I took it as a change in technique. 

But was it true? Wasn't it rather the abandonment of one language for 
another language? Of abandoning cursed Italy for an Italy that is at least... 
transnational? Of the old angry desire to renounce Italian citizenship? (To 
take on what else, then?) 

But in the end it wasn't even that; no, it wasn't even about adopting 
another language... 

By making films I was finally living according to my philosophy. That's 
all. 

Please excuse me if, to explain myself, I will tell, here, the plot of the 
first introductory episode of a mixed film, in episodes, that I have among 
my projects. 

There is Toto, with his hair made of many colored pencils, like the 
character from Lampustyl, behind a desk, explaining. And Ninetto, with the 
red bow of the diligent and careless student, who listens to her, learning the 
lesson like a little monkey. 

But why is Toto so cutely abandoned on his desk? Why does he smoke it, 
talking, so blissfully, and almost yawning from the satiety of intimate 
satisfaction? 

Well, he is explaining what cinema is: and that is precisely what cinema 
is, which makes it so in harmony with life, and so happy to let others 


participate in it. So much so that he finishes his explanations by singing 
some verses, and Ninetto follows him by singing the chorus. 

Cinema is a language — sings Toto — a language that forces us to broaden 
the notion of language. It is not a symbolic, arbitrary and conventional 
system. It does not have an artificial keyboard on which to play the signs 
like Pavlov's bells: signs that evoke reality, just as a bell evokes cheese in 
the mouse and makes his mouth water. 

Cinema does not evoke reality, like literary language; it does not copy 
reality, like painting; it does not mimic reality, like theatre. Cinema 
reproduces reality: image and sound! By reproducing reality, what does 
cinema do? Cinema expresses reality with reality. If I want to represent 
Sanguineti, I don't resort to sorcerer's evocations (poetry) but I use 
Sanguineti himself. Or, if Sanguineti doesn't want it, I'll take a seminarian 
with a long nose, or an umbrella maker in Sunday clothes: that is, I'll take 
another Sanguineti. However, I don't leave the circle of reality. I express 
reality — that is, I detach myself from it — but I express it with reality itself. 

So, all happy, Toto and Ninetto, leave school, and go to realize the theory 
in the streets, in the squares, among the people. And this is cinema! It's 
nothing but being there, in reality! You represent yourself to me and I 
represent myself to you! 

At any moment, reality is "cinema in nature": all that 1s missing is a 
camera to reproduce it, that is, to write it through the reproduction of what 
it is. 

Cinema is therefore virtually an infinite "sequence shot": infinite like the 
reality that can be reproduced by an invisible camera. 

There is not a single moment in which Sanguineti is not cinema: he is 
always there (as long as he lives) and there can always be, therefore, 
virtually, a camera that reproduces him, in an infinite and as uninterrupted 
as his presence... 

Now, what is presence? It's... it's something that speaks for itself... It's a 
language. Reality is a language. Rather than doing the "semiology of 
cinema": it is the semiology of reality that needs to be done! 

Cinema is the written language of this reality as a language. 

Sanguineti's presence is a reality that speaks to me: it gives me 
information about itself. The physiognomy, first of all, tells me that he is a 
middle-aged man, still quite adolescent in appearance, that one cannot 
really say he is handsome, that in short he has certain characteristics. Next 


to the language of physiognomy there is also the language of behavior: and 
behavior with its language informs me that the individual who behaves in 
this way belongs to a specific social class that is part of a specific culture, 
etc. etc. Together with the language of physiognomy and behavior there is 
finally the language of language, that is, Sanguineti's written-spoken Italian, 
which gives me further information on his specific way of being etc. etc. 

If a camera reproduces it, it reproduces (or writes) all the moments of 
Sanguineti's speaking reality. 

Now, all these languages (that of physical presence, that of behavior, and 
that of the written-spoken language which would be the three fundamental 
chapters of a volume on the «SEMIOLOGY OF REALITY»), are then 
summarized in a final and main language, which it is the language of action. 

It is action — Toto shouts in pragmatic fury — that transforms reality into 
history! 

If Sanguineti had lived in the Neolithic age, and a camera had 
audiovisually reproduced him - his prognathous jaws, his abominable 
behavior, and his feral (but very communicative) screams, they would still 
have given us information about him , that is, he would have expressed 
himself: but his maximum expression would have been that due to his 
action as a manufacturer of polished weapons, with which he would have 
contributed to modifying reality and making history. 

If instead he had been the leader of the Russian revolution of '17 he 
would have expressed himself through the great action poem of the 
transformation of the structures of a feudal society etc. etc. 

The series of information that a man gives in himself as a reality that is 
represented and acted upon is ultimately called an example: and this is the 
difference between the language of natural reality and the language of 
human reality. The first only gives information, the second, with the 
information, gives an example. 

Audiovisual techniques capture man in the act in which he gives an 
example (whether he wants it or not). 

This is why television is so immoral. Because, not being based above all 
on editing, it limits itself to being a pure audiovisual technique: it is 
therefore very close to that uninterrupted "sequence shot" which is virtually 
cinema. 

The "sequence shots" of television show men naturalistically: that 1s, they 
make their reality speak for what it is. But since the only non-naturalistic 


intervention of television is the cutting of censorship, carried out in the 
name of the lower middle class, video is a perpetual source of 
representation of examples of lower middle class life and ideology. That is, 
"good examples". This is why television is at least as repugnant as 
concentration camps. 

But let's return to Toto's cheerful speech, which is about to end. 

If it can be said that reality - as a representation of itself, that is, as a 
language - is a "cinema in nature", it can also be said that cinema, by 
reproducing it, that is, becoming its "written" language, highlights what it is 
, underlines its phenomenology. 

Cinema therefore provides us with "a semiology in nature of reality". 


Why did I make all this extravagant speech? Because it took cinema for 
me to understand something enormously simple, but which no literary man 
knows. That reality expresses itself; and that literature is nothing more than 
a means of enabling reality to express itself when it is not physically 
present. That is, poetry is nothing but an evocation, and what matters is the 
evoked reality that speaks by itself to the reader, as it spoke by itself to the 
author. 

Here are the strange characteristics of my contentism... 

It is with great pleasure that I read an interview that Barthes gave to some 
young people and that I have here typed and unpublished before my eyes. 

Starting from some "linguistic" questions about cinema, Barthes writes 
that cinematographic expression probably also belongs to the order of large 
signifying units, which correspond to global, widespread, latent meanings, 
not belonging to the same category of isolated meanings and discontinuities 
of articulated language. But this opposition between a micro-semantics and 
a macro-semantics could perhaps constitute another way of considering 
cinema as a language, abandoning the level of denotation... to move on to 
the level of connotation, that is, to that of global, widespread meanings, in 
some seconds mode. But it would be appropriate, at this point, to draw 
inspiration from the rhetorical (and no longer literally linguistic) models 
isolated by Jakobson, which he extended in a general way to articulated 
language and which he himself applied, in passing, to cinema: that 1s, 
metaphor and metonymy. The metaphor — explains Barthes — is the 
prototype of all the signs that can be substituted for each other by similarity; 
metonymy is the prototype of all signs whose meaning overlaps because 


they enter into contiguity, one could say into contagion. For example, a 
calendar whose leaves are torn off is a metaphor; one is tempted to say that 
in cinema every montage, that is, every significant contiguity, is a 
metonymy, and since cinema is montage, that cinema is a metonymic art... 

The dominant sign of every metonymic - and therefore syntagmatic - art 
is the author's desire to express a "sense", rather than meanings. So to 
always make something happen in his work. Therefore to always directly 
evoke reality, which is the seat of meaning transcending meanings. 

«...Of course, the work always has a meaning: but it is precisely the 
science of meaning, which currently enjoys an extraordinary expansion 
(due to a sort of fruitful snobbery), which paradoxically teaches us that 
meaning, so to speak, is not contained in meaning. The relationship 
between the signifier and the signified (i.e. the sign) seems at first to be the 
very foundation of every "semiological" reflection: but subsequently we are 
led to have a much broader vision of the "meaning"..." 

It's still: 

«...“Sense” is such an inevitability for man that art, as freedom, seems to 
strive, especially today, not to make sense but, on the contrary, to suspend 
it; not to construct senses but not to fill them exactly." 

«Suspending the meaning»: here is a wonderful epigraph for what could 
be a new description of the commitment, of the writer's mandate. And in 
fact at this point Barthes immediately thinks of Brecht. 

«In relation to this problem of meaning, Brecht's case is very 
complicated. On the one hand, he had, as I said, an acute awareness of the 
techniques of meaning (his position was very original in relation to 
Marxism, not very sensitive to the responsibility of form); he knew the total 
responsibility of the most humble signifiers, such as the color of a costume 
or the positioning of a projector... Finally, we have seen with what 
meticulousness he worked, and wanted to be worked on, on the semantic 
responsibility of the "syntagms" (epic art, preached by him, it is moreover a 
highly syntagmatic art); naturally this whole technique was designed for a 
political purpose. In function of, but perhaps not in view of; and it 1s here 
that we touch on the second aspect of Brechtian ambiguity. I wonder if this 
committed sense of Brecht's work is not ultimately, in its own way, a 
suspended sense... There is certainly a sense in Brecht's theatre, a very 
strong sense, but this sense is always a request." 


Finally, I would like the reader not to ignore, but rather to read very 
carefully, the two concluding quotes: 

«Here we return to what I said at the beginning: the film is beautiful 
because there is a story; a story with a beginning, an end, a suspense. 
Currently, modernity too often appears as a way of cheating with history 
and psychology. The most immediate criterion of modernity for a work is 
that it is not "psychological", in the traditional sense of the term. But, at the 
same time, we don't really know how to expel this psychology, this famous 
objectivity between beings, this relational vertigo which (this is the 
paradox) is no longer dealt with by works of art, but only by the social 
sciences. and medicine: psychology, today, lies only in psychoanalysis 
which, however much intelligence, however much openness they put into it, 
is practiced by doctors: the "soul" has become in itself a pathological fact. 
There is a sort of renunciation of modern works in the face of the 
interhuman, interindividual relationship. The great movements of 
ideological emancipation — let's say, to speak clearly, Marxism — have left 
private man aside, and without a doubt they could not have done otherwise. 
Now, we know very well that there is still some fraud in this, there is still 
something wrong; as long as there are marital scenes, there will be 
questions to ask." 

And further on: 

«But if... the structuralist law of rotation of needs and forms acts, we 
should soon arrive at a more existential art. That is to say that the great anti- 
psychological declarations of the last ten years (declarations in which I 
myself participated, as I should) should be overturned and go out of 
fashion." 

Now, what is, in concrete terms, this "sense" of things beyond their 
meaning, if compared to the concrete moment of life and history that we are 
experiencing? 

What is this newly current psychology? 

At what point do we grasp the rotation of needs and forms? 

What are the real questions to ask in order to suspend the meaning of a 
work? 

Barthes sets the problems, analyzing them on the level of pure 
observation: which scientist is not required to give in to the feelings that 
emanate from the magma, to get lost in the doing. 


But it seems to me that if we observe that "something" that is happening 
in the bourgeois world, this reversal in everyday life of negative and ideal 
values, violent and non-violent: this reappearance of the "poor and naked" 
problematic, perhaps we will begin to have some confused answers ... It 
seems to me, in short, that there is no lack of a "reality" to evoke - in any 
way. And indeed that it is guilty not to do so. And since that reality speaks 
to us with its language every day, transcending - in a still undefined "sense" 
(the only thing certain is that it is desperation and furious protest) - our 
meanings - it is good, it seems to me, to bend the meanings to this! If only 
to ask questions in amphibological, ambiguous works, with a "suspended" 
canon (like Brecht rightly understood by Barthes): but not at all, in this, 
disengaged, on the contrary! 

This "something", therefore, which implies a suspended canon and an 
aimless tension, which presents itself as something new in the world, if on 
the one hand it commits to an enlargement and perhaps to a methodological 
modification of Marxist analysis, nevertheless presents itself, at least in part 
and originally, as independent from Marxism and therefore from the 
working class world: it is a violent force, prefigured only partially and 
nominally by similar precedents, which arises from within the petty 
bourgeoisie, precisely, and from the archaic and pre-industrial peasant 
world (now developing). 

Is it therefore a dark force with a scandalous relationship with neo- 
capitalism, which wants to integrate with the (rational and organized) 
working force that is momentarily at a standstill? 

And to this negative-positive force (in its anarchic violence, in its pacifist 
anger, in its religion of democratic mysticism, etc.) is added the purely 
negative force of the Nazi rebirth? But can we talk about a Nazi rebirth? 
Did Nazism ever die? Weren't we crazy to believe it was an episode? Isn't it 
what defined the "normal" lower middle class and continues to define it? Is 
there any reason why racist mass massacres should be over, with their 
concentration camps, gas chambers, etc.? 

Are the new forces, which are unleashed as negative with respect to the 
rationalism of this "normal" bourgeoisie which massacres Jews by the 
millions etc., perhaps a kind of antibodies of salvation? Is their death wish 
healthy? 

Is the mentality of a son of Sicilian, Algerian or Venezuelan farmers 
modern, who instead of the Chinese path takes the path of neo-capitalism, 


but with an intact charge of democratic idealism inside? 

And is the mentality of a son of Romanian farmers modern, who 
participates, as a protagonist, in the industrial revolution of the countryside 
along the Danube, seeing the world literally transform before his eyes? (not 
to mention what happens in the peasant world of deep China?) etc. etc. 

To conclude, therefore, naively, crudely, but to avoid any 
misunderstanding: there are some forms of consciousness already taken, 
which contradict, and scandalously, both Marxist rationalism and bourgeois 
rationalism: they are exercised - but in a close connection which is perhaps 
the "meaning" has not yet been rationalized - on the following points: 

and is moreover incapable of assuming in a synthetic thought the 
sincerely revolutionary will which, arising from within in an almost 
mystically conceived democracy, lays, at least in America, the foundations 
for a civil war (which the most emotional, the Nazi minutemen and the 
extremist blacks are already fighting as an armed struggle). Marxist, who is 
still stuck, on this phenomenon, in the old, boring condemnations of all 
anarchy, 

b) The presence of the Third World (nor is part of Italy included), the 
object of racial hatred on the part of the bourgeoisie, and of substantial 
incomprehension on the part of Marxism (which tries to paternalistically 
place itself at the helm). The center of this presence as a scandal, a struggle, 
an exasperated need for the most basic human rights, is still the American 
black world. 

c) The arrest of the revolutionary impetus in the nations where the 
communist revolution took place (Stalinism, bureaucracy, etc.): impetus 
that continues only where the industrial revolution of the countryside is 
underway (e.g. Romania and China). But it is fatal: as soon as the industrial 
revolution of the countryside has been completed, with the massive 
presence of the peasant world (archaic and in need of myths; moralistic; 
quibbled; naive; far-sighted, right-thinking; in short, petty-bourgeois, as 
Lenin said), like a kind of enormous swamp in which the revolutionary 
impetus of the workers and intellectuals slowly sinks: after every peasant 
industrial revolution there will be a Stalinism (see now, perhaps, Cuba). 

d) The uninterrupted presence of Nazism as the only true bourgeois 
ideology (see provincial America, Dallas etc. etc.). 

There is no one who does not feel how these great lists are 
disproportionate when it comes to the avant-garde. Precisely. 


But I don't want to prevaricate; the reader should take these lists of 
international facts simply as principles of real situations that want to be 
evoked or witnessed: so strong (outside any rationalistic codification, yet) 
as to replace the old facts (well identified and rationally codified) from 
which those currents of realities that had nourished the old commitment. 
And they impose themselves as expressive necessities, rendering out of 
date, with their burning actuality, the specious, elusive, vulgar, and at best 
futile, response of the Italian avant-garde (which could have made sense as 
long as the world seemed to be composed of old bourgeois of Confindustria 
or communist officials). In short, the same "new sense" of the things of the 
world that marks the end of the old commitment also marks the end of the 


avant-garde. 
(1966) 


Appendix CIVIL WAR 


Regarding life and political struggle in the United States, the 
observations, which I quoted from memory and summarized, are due to 
American authors of the New Left, and precisely to two ideologues of the 
SNCC (Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee), Tom Hayden and 
Jimmy Garrett. Of the first are the observations on the fact that communist 
collectivization does not necessarily lead (historically) the worker to 
complete participation in power, 1.e. to the decision on his own destiny, and 
that, if anything, the opposite is true, that is, that the creation of a The "anti- 
community" in which the worker reaches an exasperated democratic 
awareness of the duty and right of complete participation in power can lead, 
as a consequence, to the collectivisation of goods. The observation about 
the communist as an "empty man" is due to Jimmy Garrett. I quote you: 
«Friend, communists are empty, they are empty men. They have the same 
stale ideas, the same bureaucracy... When it mixes among us, a “Commy” 
dies, and a person develops." 

These observations are not mine, but I have, in some way, adopted them. 

In Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Romania, I spent my stay among 
intellectuals, and it is therefore through them, through their restlessness, 
their unease, that I felt the restlessness and uneasiness of those countries: 
which I believe we can schematically and summarily indicate the cause in 
the fact that "the revolution did not continue", that is, that the State has not 
decentralized, has not disappeared, and the workers in the factories are not 
truly participants and responsible for political power, and are instead 
dominated — who doesn't know it now and doesn't admit it? — by a 
bureaucracy that is revolutionary only in name. And which naturally gives 
"petty-bourgeois revolutionists" to those who still believe that the 
"revolution must continue". 

That in America there are non-Marxist ideologues who have understood 
this, in democratic terms - but of an extremist, exasperated and almost 
mystical democracy, and which as such, within its scope, is revolutionary 


(the creation within the American community of a "anti-community") — 
cannot fail to fill us with interest and enthusiasm. 

The SNCC, the SDS, and an infinite number of other movements which, 
in their chaotic whole, form the American New Left, are something, well, 
that reminds me of the times of the Resistance. 

In America, albeit in my very short stay, I lived many hours in the 
clandestine climate, of struggle, of revolutionary urgency, of hope, which 
belong to the Europe of '44, '45. In Europe everything is over: in America 
one has the impression that everything is about to begin. I don't want to say 
that there is a civil war in America, or perhaps even anything similar, nor do 
I want to prophesy it: nevertheless, we live there as if on the eve of great 
things. Those who belong to the New Left (which does not exist, it is just an 
idea, an ideal) recognize each other at first sight, and the kind of love that 
bound the partisans immediately arises between them. There are the heroes, 
the fallen, Andrew, James and Mickey - and countless others - and the great 
movements, the great stages of an immense popular movement, centered on 
the problem of black emancipation, and now on the Viet Nam war. 

Anyone who has not seen a pacifist and non-violent demonstration in 
New York lacks a great human experience, comparable only, I repeat, to the 
great days of Hope of the Forties. 

One night, in Harlem, I shook hands (but they shook hands with 
suspicion, because I was white) with a group of young blacks who had the 
leopard sign on their sweaters: an extremist movement that is preparing for 
a real armed struggle. 

One afternoon, at the Village, I saw a small group of neo-Nazis 
demonstrating in favor of the Viet Nam war: near them, taken as if by a sort 
of strange and peaceful kidnapping, two elderly men and a girl playing the 
guitar were singing the pacifist songs of the New Left — those of the 
Village, which also includes the Left of the beatniks, of the drug addicts. 

I followed a young black trade unionist, who took me to the section of his 
movement, a small movement, which only has a few hundred members in 
Harlem - which fights against black unemployment; I followed him to the 
house of one of his companions, a bricklayer who had been injured at work 
and who welcomed us lying in his poor bed, with a friendly smile, an 
accomplice and invaded by this forgotten partisan love of ours. 

I went up to the "bourgeois" apartment in the most sordid part of the 
Village, to hear the hysterical laughter and aberrant acrimony of an 


intellectual, married to a black man, who was ranting about rancor against 
the old American communism and against the Drug Left, but as if his 
burning anger and disappointment should have immediate responses in his 
world, immediately become "action". 

In short, I experienced a situation of discontent and exaltation, of 
desperation and hope: of complete protest against the establishment. I don't 
know how this will all end, or if it will end at all. The fact remains that 
thousands of students (approximately the percentage of partisans compared 
to the population, in Europe in the 1940s) came down from the North and 
went to the Black Belt to fight alongside the blacks with the violent and 
almost mystical democratic conscience of "not to manipulate them", not to 
intervene in them even by gentle compulsion, not to claim for oneself - 
almost neurotically - even the shadow of any form of "leadership": and, 
what is more important, with the awareness that the problem of the blacks, 
formally resolved with the recognition of their civil rights, begins now: that 
is, it is a social problem, and not an ideal one. 

There are still many things to add. The protest, the pure and simple 
protest, the revolt against consumption: I mean the phenomenon of the 
beatniks which here has been set up in terms of pure curiosity, and, is there 
any need to underline it? with irony. The communists themselves, at least, 
as far as I know, also in Italy, prefer to remain silent on this point, or even 
utter words of condemnation: in which the old Stalinist moralism and 
Italian provincialism find an obscure identification. In reality, in large 
American cities, those who get drunk, those who take drugs, those who 
refuse to integrate into the safe world of work, commit something more 
than a series of old and codified anarchist acts: they experience a tragedy. 

And, since he doesn't know what to do with it, and not judge it, he dies 
from it. 

The thousands of drug-related suicides are in reality martyrs no more or 
less than those who are killed by the white racists of the South. They have 
the same purity, they are equally beyond the miserable human calculations 
of those who accept the "quality of life" offered by established companies. 


It is true. Everything I saw, or thought I saw in New York, stands out 
against a dark background - and for us inconceivable at least because it is 
inadmissible - that is, against everyday American life, the life of 
conservation, which takes place in a silence far more intense than the 


"screams" that reach us from the Left. In this silence of the background, 
neutral and frightening, phenomena of a real collective madness occur, that 
is, of a somehow codified hatred that is very difficult to describe. It is racist 
hatred - which is none other than the external aspect of the profound 
aberration of all conservation and all fascism. It is a hatred that has no 
reason to exist. In fact, it doesn't exist. Those who suffer from it think they 
feel it, but in reality they "can't" feel it. How and why could, in fact, a poor 
white man hate a black man? Yet it is precisely the poor whites throughout 
the South who, in practice, live off this hatred. It arises from a false idea of 
oneself and therefore of reality: it is therefore false itself, it is a completely 
alienated and unrecognizable feeling. Of this form of life, the final and most 
tragic result is the unavenged assassination of Kennedy, a case of that civil 
war that never breaks out, but is nevertheless fought within the souls of 
Americans. 

Talking always and only about neo-capitalism and the technological 
revolution when it comes to America therefore seems partial and biased to 
me. It seems absurd, but it is precisely in relation to America that the 
problem of underdevelopment and poverty acquires strange and violent 
meaning. Everyone is well aware, in fact, that these are the years in which 
the peasant world of the entire earth - the Third World - is appearing in 
history (with one foot in prehistory): and the scandal is that after the albeit 
grandiose episodes of the Algerian revolt and the Cuban revolt, the center 
of the struggle for the revolution of the Third World is precisely America. 
The black problem, linked in such a twisted and inextricable way to that of 
the "poor whites" (in enormous numbers, greater than we believe), is a 
problem of the Third World. And if this is scandalous for the worker 
conscience of the European communist parties, it is even more so for the 
American capitalist conscience, which objectively believes itself to be on 
the clear path of technical progress and economic opulence. We will 
therefore never cease to sufficiently measure, in every sense, the extent of 
the black problem. Because, I repeat, it is connected, in an insanely 
contradictory way, to that of poor whites, or former poor. In fact, two or 
three generations were not enough to completely transform the psychology 
of the enormous masses of immigrants. These (I saw it well in the Italian 
neighborhood) maintain first of all an attitude of veneration for the country 
that hosted them, and, now that they are citizens, for its institutions. They 
are still children, children, either too obedient or desperate. Secondly, they 


brought with them, and kept within them, what is the main characteristic of 
the farmers of the underdeveloped areas - in some ways prehistoric - which 
De Martino defines as "fear of losing their presence". These are the 
foundations of popular fascist racism. 

It can never be said enough how different Americans are from each other, 
due to their different poor origins. 

This is perhaps why they so desperately want to be equal to one another: 
and if they base their anti-communism on the fact that communism would 
bring about a leveling of individuals, it is because they first and foremost 
and desperately want to be levelled. To forget, precisely, their different and 
inferior origins, which differentiate them like brands. Every American has 
an indelible mark imprinted on his face. The image of an Italian, or a 
Frenchman, or an Englishman, or an average German, is conceivable, and 
even representable. The image of an average American is absolutely 
inconceivable and unrepresentable. This is the thing that perhaps filled me 
with the most amazement in America. All we do is talk about the "average 
American", and then this "average American", physically, materially, 
visually does not exist! How can we summarize in a single "type" all the - 
extraordinary - types who wander around Manhattan? How to summarize in 
a single face, the tense face of the Anglo-Saxon, the crazy one of the 
Irishman, the sad one of the Italian, the pale one of the Greek, the wild one 
of the Puerto Rican, the neurotic one of the German, the funny one of the 
Chinese, the adorable one of the Negro... 


It is therefore the "fear of losing presence" and the snobbery of new 
citizenship that prevent the American - this strange mixture, in concrete 
terms, of the sub-proletarian and the bourgeois profoundly and honestly 
closed in his own bourgeois loyalism - from reflecting on the idea that he 
has of himself. Which therefore remains "false", as in any alienating 
environment of total industrialization. 

In fact, I tried to ask some Americans, everyone I could, if they knew 
what racism is (a question that specifically and particularly implies a 
reflection on the idea of oneself). Nobody could answer. With the exception 
of a few young independent directors, who, knowing Europe more lovingly, 
had some idea of Marxism, all the others resorted to incredibly naive 
ontologies. (There were only a few exact psychoanalytic explanations, 


which however only touched one side of the problem, or, rather, the human 
conditions under which the problem can arise.) 

In short, for me the most violent, dramatic and defining note of the 
"American quality of life" is a negative characteristic: the lack of class 
consciousness, the immediate effect, in fact, of the false idea of each 
individual's self introduced, almost by concession or by grace, within the 
petty-bourgeois privileges of industrial well-being and state power. 

But there are, in this, strong contradictions (which I am certainly not the 
first to point out!): for example, the overflowing strength of trade unionism: 
which manifests itself in incredibly efficient and grandiose strikes: where it 
is not clear why it does not take stable form a class consciousness, while it 
is very clear to us that those strikes, so well organised, so firmly united, 
mean nothing other than the demands of the exploited against the 
exploiters. 

The extraordinary news (for a European like me) is that class 
consciousness, however, dawns in Americans in situations that are 
completely new and almost scandalous for Marxism. 

Class consciousness, to make its way into the head of an American, 
needs a long convoluted path, an immensely complex operation: that is, it 
needs the mediation of idealism, let's say bourgeois or petty-bourgeois, 
which in every American gives meaning to the whole of life, and which he 
absolutely cannot ignore. There they call it spiritualism. But both idealism 
in our sense and spiritualism in theirs are two ambiguous and inexact 
words. Perhaps better, it is a question of moralism (of Anglo-Saxon origin 
and naively adopted by other Americans) which dominates and shapes all 
the facts of life: and which, in literature, for example, even the average and 
current one, is exactly the opposite of realism : Americans always need, in 
art, to idealize (even and above all at the level of average taste: for example 
the "illustrative" representations of their lives and their cities, for example 
in average or bad films, are forms of an incurable need of idealization). 

Therefore, rather than in strikes or other forms of class struggle, the 
awareness of one's own social reality dawns in pacifist and non-violent 
demonstrations, dominated, precisely, by an intelligent spiritualism. Which 
is moreover, objectively, at least for me, a wonderful fact, which made me 
fall in love with America. It is the vision of the world of people who have 
arrived, through paths that we consider wrong - but which are historically 
what they are, that is, right - to the maturation of an idea of themselves as a 


simple citizen (perhaps like the Athenians or the Romans?), possessor of an 
honest and profound notion of democracy (pushed to almost mystical, 
revolutionary forms, as we said, in certain exponents of the SNCC or SDS). 
In short, to reach a consciousness that is not only formally democratic of 
himself and of society, the truly free American needed to go through the 
ordeal of the Negroes and share it (and now through the ordeal of Viet 
Nam). Only today, a few years ago, I would say a few months ago, that is, 
after the at least formal recognition of the Civil Rights of the Negroes, has it 
begun to be understood that the question of the Negroes is at its beginning, 
and that it is a social question, and not a mere one. democratic spiritualism 
and code of civilization. 

The immense void that opens up like a chasm in individual Americans 
and in American society as a whole - that 1s, the lack of a Marxist culture - 
like any void, violently demands to be filled. It is thus filled by this 
spiritualism that I was saying, which first became revolutionary democratic 
radicalism and is now crossed by a new social conscience, which, not yet 
accepting Marxism explicitly, presents itself as total contestation and 
anarchic desperation. 

It is from this, not from anything else, that the Other America is born. It 
is from this, and from nothing else, that the premises of a possible 
American Third Party are formed (which is spoken of with great and naive 
circumspection, as something scandalously desecrating or with hope or with 
hostility: it happened, for example, that in the two or three cities where - 
again thanks to the student movements I mentioned - an embryonic form of 
this party presented itself in the elections, it was not only defeated, but also 
caused the defeat of the moderates in favor of the racists). 

Now, I live in a society that has just emerged from poverty, and 
superstitiously clings to the little bit of well-being it has achieved, as if to a 
stable state: bringing into this new course of its history a common sense, 
which could have worked well in the midst of fields, to the flocks or in the 
artisan shops: but which turns out to be stupid, vile and petty today, in our 
world. An _ irredeemable, irremediably bourgeois society without 
revolutionary traditions, not even liberal ones. The world of culture - in 
which I live for a literary vocation, which every day reveals itself to be 
more foreign to this society and this world - is the designated place of 
stupidity, cowardice and meanness. I cannot accept anything about the 
world where I live: not only the apparatuses of state centralism - 


bureaucracy, judiciary, army, schools, and the rest - but not even its 
educated minorities. In this case, I am absolutely foreign to the moment of 
current culture. I am deaf to the purely verbal subversion of establishment 
institutions, which say nothing about those who operate them, and I am deaf 
to puristic and neo-literary revanchism. Let's face it, I remained isolated, 
turning yellow with myself and my repugnance to talking about both 
commitment and disengagement. Thus I cannot help but fall in love with 
American culture, and not have glimpsed, within it, a literary reason full of 
novelties: a new time of the Resistance, I insist on saying, which however is 
completely devoid of that certain Risorgimento spirit and as to say, in a 
classical way, that - seen from today - it somewhat impoverishes the 
European Resistance (whose hopes were moreover contained within the 
Marxist perspectives of those years, which later turned out to be narrow and 
conventional). What is required of a "non-integrated" American man of 
letters is his whole self, total sincerity. Not since the old days of Machado 
have I done a fraternal reading like that of Ginsberg. And wasn't Kerouac's 
drunken passage through Italy wonderful, arousing the irony, the boredom, 
the disapproval of the stupid literati and the petty Italian journalists? The 
American intellectuals of the New Left (since where there is a fight there is 
always a guitar and a man singing) seem to do precisely what the verse of 
an innocent song of the Black Resistance says: "You must throw your body 
into the fight." 

Here is the new motto of a commitment, real, and not boringly 
moralistic: throwing one's body into the fight... Who is there, in Italy, in 
Europe, who writes driven by such a desperate force of protest? Who feels 
this need to oppose, as an original necessity, believing it to be new in 
history, absolutely significant, and full of both death and the future? 


THE PCI FOR YOUNG PEOPLE!! (Notes in verse for a prose poem 
followed by an «Apology») 


Is sad. The controversy against 

the PCI had to be done in the first half 

of the past decade. You are late, children. 

And it doesn't matter if you weren't even born then... 
Now journalists from all over the world (including 
those of television) 

they lick you (as I believe they still say in the language 
of the Universities) the ass. Not me, friends. 

You have the faces of father's children. 

Good breed does not lie. 

You have the same bad eye. 

You are fearful, uncertain, desperate 

(very good!) but you also know how to be 

bullies, blackmailers and confident: 

petty-bourgeois prerogatives, friends. 

When you got into a fight yesterday in Valle Giulia 
with the policemen, 

I sympathized with the cops! 

Because policemen are children of poor people. 
They come from the suburbs, whether rural or urban. 
As for me, I know very well 

their way of having been children and teenagers, 

the precious thousand lire, the father also remained a boy 
because of poverty, which does not give authority. 
The mother hardened like a porter, oh tender one, 
for some disease, like a little bird; 

the many brothers; the hut 

among the gardens with red sage (in soils 

others, parceled out); the bass 

on the sewers; or the apartments in the large ones 


public housing blocks, etc. etc. 

And then, look at how they dress: like clowns, 

with that rough fabric that smells like food 
quartermaster and people. Worst of all, of course, 

it is the psychological state to which they are reduced 
(for about forty thousand lire a month); 

without a smile anymore, 

without any more friendship with the world, 

separated, 

excluded (in an exclusion that has no equal); 
humiliated by the loss of the quality of men 

for that of policemen (being hated makes you hate). 
They are twenty years old, your age, dear ones. 

We obviously agree against the institution of the police. 
But blame the Judiciary, and you'll see! 

The police boys 

that you for sacred hooliganism (of chosen Risorgimento tradition) 
of father's sons, you have beaten, 

they belong to the other social class. 

In Valle Giulia, yesterday, there was a fragment 

of class struggle: and you, friends (although on the side 
of reason) you were the rich, 

while the policemen (who were on the side 

wrong) were the poor. Nice victory, then. 

your! In these cases, 

Cops get flowers, friends. 

«Popolo» and «Corriere della Sera», «Newsweek» and «Monde» 
they lick your ass. You are their children, 

their hope, their future: if they reproach you 

they are certainly not preparing for a class struggle 
against you! If ever, 

to the old infighting. 

For those who, intellectual or worker, 

it's out of this fight of yours, the idea is very funny 

that a young bourgeois beats an old man 

bourgeois, and send an old bourgeois to prison 

a young bourgeois. Mildly 


Hitler's times return: the bourgeoisie 

loves to punish himself with his own hands. 

I ask forgiveness from those one thousand or two thousand young brothers 
of mine 

who operate in Trento or Turin, 

in Pavia or Pisa, 

in Florence and a little also in Rome, 

but I have to say: the Student Movement 

does not frequent the gospels whose reading 

his middle-aged sycophants attribute to him, 

to feel young and create blackmail virginity: 

only one thing students really know: 

the moralism of the magistrate or professional father, 

the conformist violence of the older brother 

(naturally set on his father's path), 

hatred for the culture of their mother's origins 

peasants, even if already distant. 

You know this, dear children. 

And you apply it through two mandatory feelings: 

awareness of your rights (you know, democracy 

takes into consideration only you) and aspiration 

in power. 

Yes, your slogans are always relevant 

the seizure of power. 

I read impotent ambitions in your beards 

in your pale, desperate snobbery, 

in your fleeting eyes sexual dissociations, 

in too much health arrogance, in too little health contempt 

(only for those few of you who come from the middle class 

lowly, or from some working-class family, 

these defects have some nobility: 

know yourself and the Barbiana school!) 

Occupy the universities 

but say that the same idea comes 

to young workers. 

So: 

«Corriere della Sera» and «Popolo», «Newsweek» and «Monde» 


they will be very attentive 

in trying to understand their problems? 

The police will just take a beating 

inside an occupied factory? 

It's a banal observation; 

and blackmail. But above all vain: 

because you are bourgeois 

and therefore anti-communist. The workers, they, 

they remained at 1950 and further back. 

An idea as old as that of the Resistance 

(which was contested twenty years ago, 

and worse for you if you weren't born yet) 

it still thrives in the working class, on the outskirts. 
Maybe it's because the workers don't speak French or English, 
and only someone, poor guy, in the evening, in the cell, 
he worked hard to learn some Russian. 

Stop thinking about your rights, 

stop asking for power. 

A redeemed bourgeois must renounce all his rights, 
and banish from his soul, once and for all, 

the idea of power. All this is liberalism: leave it 

a Bob Kennedy. 

Masters are made by occupying factories 

not the universities: your flatterers (even communists) 
they don't tell you the banal truth: that you are new 
idealistic species of indigents like your fathers, 

like your fathers, again, children. 

Ecco, 

the Americans, your lovely peers, 

with their silly flowers, they are inventing themselves, 
them, a "new" revolutionary language! 

They make it up day by day! 

But you can't do it because there is already one in Europe: 
could you ignore it? 

Yes, you want to ignore it (with great satisfaction 

of the «Times» and «Tempo»). 

You ignore it by going, with the moralism of the deep provinces, 


"further to the left". Strange, 

abandoning the revolutionary language 

of the poor, old, Togliattian, official 

Communist Party, 

you have adopted a heretical variant 

but on the basis of the lowest jargon 

of sociologists without ideology (or of bureaucratic fathers). 
Thus speaking, 

ask everything in words, 

while, with the facts, you ask only this 

to which you are entitled (as good bourgeois children): 
a series of urgent reforms, 

the application of new pedagogical methods, 
and the renewal of a state body. 

Well done! Holy feelings! 

May the lucky stars of the bourgeoisie assist you! 
Intoxicated by the victory against the youngsters 
of the police forced by poverty to be servants, 
(and intoxicated by the interest of public opinion 
bourgeois with whom you behave like women 
not in love, who ignore and mistreat 

the rich suitor) 

put aside the only truly dangerous tool 

to fight against your fathers: 

that is, communism. 

I hope you understood it 

what to do with Puritanism 

it's a way to prevent yourself 

a true revolutionary action. 

But go instead, children, and attack Federations! 
Go invade Cellule! 

Go and occupy the offices 

of the Central Committee! Go, go 

to camp in Via delle Botteghe Oscure! 

If you want power, at least seize power 

of a Party that is however in opposition 

(even if battered, by the authority of gentlemen 


in modest double-breasted suits, bowling lovers, lithote lovers, 
bourgeois peers of your stupid fathers) 

and has as its theoretical objective the destruction of Power. 
In the meantime, let it decide to destroy 

what is bourgeois in itself, 

I doubt very much, even with your contribution, 

if, as I was saying, good breeding doesn't lie... 

In any case: the PCI for young people!! 

But, ouch, what am I suggesting? What am I there 
advising? What am I pushing you to do? 

I regret it, I regret it! 

I took the path that leads to the least evil, 

God damn me. Don't listen to me. 

Fire, fire, fire, 

blackmailed blackmailer, 

I was blowing the trumpets of common sense! 

I stopped just in time, 

saving together, 

fanatic dualism and ambiguity... 

But I have come to the brink of shame... 

(Oh God! that I should consider 

the possibility of waging the Civil War alongside you 
setting aside my old idea of Revolution?) 


APOLOGIA 


What are the «bad verses» (like presumably these, from «The PCI to the 
young!!»»)? It's all too simple: bad verses are those that are not enough on 
their own to express what the author wants to express: that is, in them the 
meanings are altered by the consignifications, and at the same time the 
consignifications obscure the meanings. 

We also know that poetry draws signs from different semantic fields, 
making them fit together, often arbitrarily; it therefore makes each sign a 
kind of stratification of which each layer corresponds to a meaning of the 
sign taken from a different semantic field, but provisionally matching (due 
to a demon) with the others. 

So: the bad verses are understandable, but to understand them you need 
good will. 

I doubt the good will of many of the readers of these bad verses: also 
because, in many cases, I will have to foresee for them, so to speak, "a bad 
will in good faith". That is, a political passion as valid as mine, which has 
hopes and bitterness, idols and hatreds like mine. 

Let it therefore be clear that I wrote these bad verses in multiple registers 
at the same time: and therefore they are all "doubled", that is, ironic and 
self-deprecating. Everything is said in quotation marks. The piece about the 
policemen is a piece of ars rhetoric, which a crazed Bolognese notary could 
define, in this case, as a «captatio malevolentiae»: the quotation marks are 
therefore those of provocation. I hope that the bad will of my good reader 
"accepts" the provocation, given that it is a provocation on a sympathetic 
level. (The ones that are not accepted are the provocations of the fascists 
and the police.) Also in quotation marks are, for example, the two passages 
regarding the old workers who go to the cell in the evening to learn 
Russian, and the evolution of the old, good bruised PCI : apart from the fact 
that objectively this figure of worker and PCI also corresponds to "reality", 
here, in this poem of mine they are rhetorical and paradoxical figures: still 
provocative. 

The only non-provocative passage, even if said in a vain tone, is the final 
parenthetical one. Here I pose, albeit through the ironic and bitter screen (I 
couldn't suddenly convert the demon who frequented me, immediately after 


the battle of Valle Giulia - and I insist on chronology even for non- 
philologists), a "real" problem: a dilemma lies in the future: civil war or 
revolution? 

I cannot do like many of my colleagues, who pretend to confuse the two 
things (or really confuse them!), and taken by the "student psychosis" have 
thrown themselves wholeheartedly on the side of the students (flattering 
them, and drawing contempt from them); I cannot even say that every 
revolutionary possibility is exhausted, and that therefore we must opt (as in 
a different historical destiny happens in America or in the Germany of 
Bonn) for the "civil war": in fact the bourgeoisie fights the civil war against 
itself , as I have repeatedly said. Nor, finally, am I so cynical (like the 
French) as to think that the revolution could be made by "taking advantage" 
of the civil war unleashed by the students - and then putting them aside, or 
perhaps eliminating them. 

It is from this state of mind that these ugly verses were born, whose 
dominant feature is, however, provocation (which they express 
indiscriminately, due to their ugliness). But, and this is the point, why was I 
SO provocative with the students (so much so that some unctuous employer 
newspaper could speculate on it)? 

The reason is this: up to and including my generation, young people had 
before them the bourgeoisie as an "object", a "separate" world (separated 
from them, because, naturally, I am talking about excluded young people: 
excluded due to a trauma: and let's take as a typical trauma that of nineteen- 
year-old Lenin who saw his brother hanged by the police). We could look at 
the bourgeoisie, thus, objectively, from the outside (even if we were 
horribly implicated with it, history, school, church, anguish): the way to 
objectively look at the bourgeoisie was offered to us, according to a typical 
scheme, by the "gaze" placed on it by what was not bourgeois: workers or 
peasants (of what would later be called the Third World). Therefore we, 
young intellectuals of twenty or thirty years ago (and, by class privilege, 
students) could be anti-bourgeois even outside the bourgeoisie: through the 
perspective offered to us by the other social classes (whether revolutionary 
or rebellious). 

We grew up, therefore, with the idea of revolution in mind: of the 
worker-peasant revolution (Russia '17, China, Cuba, Algeria, Vietnam). 
Consequently, we have also made the traumatic hatred for the bourgeoisie a 


correct perspective in which to integrate our action: in a non-evasive future 
(at least partially, because we are all a little sentimental). 

For a young person today the situation is different: for him it is much 
more difficult to look at the bourgeoisie objectively through the gaze of 
another social class. Because the bourgeoisie is triumphing, it is making the 
workers bourgeois, on the one hand, and the former colonial peasants, on 
the other. In short, through neo-capitalism, the bourgeoisie is becoming the 
human condition. Anyone born in this entropy cannot in any way, 
metaphysically, be outside of it. It's over. This is why I provoke young 
people: they are presumably the last generation that sees workers and 
peasants: the next generation will only see bourgeois entropy around them. 

Now, I, personally (my private exclusion, much more atrocious than that 
which we might impose on a black man or a Jew, as a boy) and publicly 
(fascism and the war, with which I opened my eyes to life: how many 
hangings, how many hooks!) I am too traumatized by the bourgeoisie, and 
my hatred towards it is now pathological. I cannot hope for anything either 
from it, as a totality, or from it as a creator of antibodies against itself (as 
happens in entropies. The antibodies that are born in American entropy 
have life and reason to exist only because in America there are blacks: who 
have for a young American the same function that workers and poor 
farmers had for us kids). 

Given my "total" distrust in the bourgeoisie, I therefore resist the idea of 
civil war, which, perhaps through the student explosion, the bourgeoisie 
would fight against itself. Already the young people of this generation are, I 
would say physically, much more bourgeois than us. So? Don't I have the 
right to provoke them? How else can I relate to them if not like this? The 
demon that tempted me is a demon, as we know, full of vices: this time he 
also had the vice of impatience and lack of love for that old artisan work 
that is art; has made a single crude bundle of all the semantic fields, even 
regretting not also being pragmatic, that is, also embracing the semantic 
fields that are the seat of non-linguistic communications: physical presence 
and action... To conclude, therefore, today's young students , belong to a 
"totality" (the "semantic fields" on which they express themselves, both 
through linguistic and non-linguistic communication), are strictly unified 
and fenced off: they are therefore not capable, I believe, of understanding 
on their own who, when they define themselves as "petty-bourgeois" in 
their self-criticisms, commit an elementary and unconscious error: in fact 


today's petty-bourgeois no longer has peasant grandparents: but great- 
grandparents and perhaps great-great-grandparents; he did not live a 
pragmatically revolutionary (worker) anti-bourgeois experience (hence the 
pointless groping in search of fellow workers); he experienced, instead, the 
first type of neo-capitalist quality of life, with the problems of total 
industrialization. The petty bourgeois of today, therefore, is no longer what 
is defined in the classics of Marxism, for example in Lenin. (Like, for 
example, today's China is no longer Lenin's China: and therefore citing the 
example of "China" from Lenin's booklet on imperialism would be 
madness.) Furthermore, today's young people (who must hurry up to 
abandon the horrible classist denomination of students, and to become 
young intellectuals) do not realize how repellent a petty bourgeois is today: 
and that both the workers are conforming to such a model (despite the 
persistent optimism of the canon communist) and the poor peasants (despite 
their mythologization carried out by Marcusian and Fanonian intellectuals, 
including myself, but ante litteram). 

Students can therefore arrive at this Manichean awareness of bourgeois 
evil (to recap): 

a) reanalyzing — outside of sociology as well as the classics of Marxism — 
the petty bourgeois that they are (that we are) today. 

b) abandoning their ontological and tautological self-definition of 
"students" and accepting to be simply "intellectuals". 

c) making the last choice still possible - on the eve of the identification of 
bourgeois history with human history - in favor of what is not bourgeois 
(which they can now only do by substituting the force of reason for the 
personal and public traumatic reasons to which I mentioned: this is an 
extremely difficult operation, which implies a "brilliant" self-analysis of 
oneself, outside of any convention). 


WHAT IS NEO-ZDANOVISM AND WHAT IS NOT 


When the "message" goes beyond a certain limit of transgression of the 
"code", it automatically gives rise to REGRET OF THE CODE. 

It could be said that the linguistic scandal has the same function as the 
moral or behavioral scandal: both, if taken to extreme forms, creating this 
regret, rather than distracting the recipient from the code and making him 
critical of him, they reconfirm his goodness . 

The bourgeois who is scandalized feels authorized to make again, in his 
virgin state, a conformist choice that has already been made. 

But while on a moral or behavioral level, an extreme scandal (suicide, 
sanctity, or, as today, anger) is justified by the fact of associating, 
assimilating, with what is in itself - and not by decision, will or political 
conscience - "extreme scandal" (being black, being poor, being Jewish, 
being homosexual etc.), and therefore it is right that the criminal reaction of 
the bourgeois is the regret of the norm and the reconfirmation of its 
goodness - this does not apply to an equally extreme linguistic scandal. It 
cannot have the innocence of a black man's FACE, of a poor man's STINK, 
of a Jew's LOSS, of a homosexual's PROVOCATION: all of this, I repeat, 
can make sense if experienced existentially (in one's own body); and may or 
may not imply political consciousness (and therefore become revolutionary 
not only in nature). Linguistic research (poetic messages) occurs on a 
cultural, not existential, level. They lived in CONSCIOUSNESS, not IN 
THE BODY. 

The scandal they cause finds privileged scandalized people: this scandal 
is therefore rejected without existential terror and the consequent REGRET 
OF THE CODE (AND ITS RECONFIRMATION): it is cold, partial, 
ineffective. 

Applying on paper (it must be said) the infringements of the code as they 
appear theoretically to a scholar of "communication theory" is naive, like 
for a painter to represent atomic energy by filling a canvas with dots. This 
mechanism of breaking the code, according to the description given in 


theory by the modern linguist, was the ridiculous and presumptuous mistake 
of the now distant avant-garde of the early sixties. 

Now poetry has truly returned to year zero. On the one hand, all the 
series of possible mechanical and programmed "infractions" have been 
exhausted (even if they are practically unlimited like the combinations of 
numbers), on the other, REGRET OF THE CODE as a consequence of 
those stupidly extreme infringements, reigns supreme . 

Poetry cannot re-present itself - in this year zero - unless it places itself in 
a sort of pansemiological framework, whose living figural (corporeal, 
existential) integration is underway. At least I think so. Or I deduce from 
the texts that they reappear, after the "terror" established by the false 
enemies of the code. I seem to see in these texts a very reduced 
aggressiveness against infringements: the infringements of the code are in 
fact those of recent tradition (including, why not?, some stylistic features, 
some avant-garde clauses), while a certain existential aggression regains 
strength and life ( corporal) against the moral or behavioral code of society. 
In short, the anger against the linguistic code gives way to the anger against 
the social code. But this second anger has the personal (corporeal) 
characteristics that I mentioned above: the innocence of negritude in itself, 
of poverty in itself, etc. If there is (implicit) political awareness, so much 
the better: very well indeed. But in the meantime what matters is the 
transcribed example of one's life. A life lived as a protest, as a slow suicide, 
as a Strike or (petty-bourgeois) martyrdom. In Italy these characters cannot 
escape a certain provincialism, a certain barely narcissism, a certain stench 
of poor family cooking. Crepuscularism, literature as a small salvation in 
the world of horrible greyness, humanism. It is inevitable. It 1s not true that 
internationalist myths can redeem the stench of provincial staleness, of a 
marginal area that is "conservative" by definition, compared to the great 
course of history. Dario Bellezza is a name to focus on. A body-bilge of 
every degraded pain, a head full of every literary experience. Mantovani 
and Facoetti, two lost children of the lowest bourgeoisie, with coarse-fine 
cries. Garriba, who does his best to be a desperate Italian, with his damned 
itineraries made of dirty laundry. The pansemiological framework, in which 
the medium of communication - wild language - is the same daily action, 
the miserable "dasein", is a continuous reference of these petty-bourgeois, 
neo-humanistic, neo-semantic, neo-intimist, neo-existential poems : well 
localized within the limits of sub-code or literary jargon; and who carry out 


their transgressions to the code in the impalpable or almost impalpable; in 
wanting to present itself as poetry and therefore a fortiori virgin. No, neither 
the blacks of America nor those of Africa are mentioned; neither the 
students of San Francisco nor those of Berlin; neither the Czechoslovaks 
nor the Vietnamese: they are not mentioned there, but they are relived there 
in particularistically, historically Italian cases. Now it happens that naming 
those names directly in our small town remains a provincial and only 
apparently alive fact; while reliving, by historical analogy, his life as an 
example, makes the new chapter of Italian poetry, which perhaps begins, a 
chapter of unpleasant reality, but of reality. In short, just as in all these years 
of reaction to the Fifties, carried out according to the canons of an insolent 
triumphalism, I have remained rigid and undaunted in talking about 
commitment, so I have remained equally rigid in repeating that the 
commitment is not the blackmailing one desired by certain official 
intellectuals or certain fanatical troops of the PCI. I'm sorry, I have to 
produce self-attestations, given the cowardice and ignorance of the new 
culture (another beautiful legacy of the avant-garde years): already in the 
heart of the Fifties, I made similar criticisms of the PCI (albeit infinitely 
more naive) than those made today by young people (i.e. from the left): 
blackmailing "commitment", officialdom, left-wing conformism, etc. In 
short: in the framework of a paroxystically invoked pansemiology, the 
language of one's action or simply of one's scandalous presence (the FACE 
of the black man) can count as a moment of pre-revolutionary contestation: 
and even better if all this is recorded directly and consciously, it 1s 
"documented" in literature: which is always (when it is good) contestatory 
in itself. Going from the natural pre-revolutionary nature of someone who 
causes scandal (with his life or his work: and better if with his life through 
his work) to actual revolutionaryness is a short step, and depends only on 
the real circumstances of the outside. The "commitment", 1.e. the awareness 
of all this, is the mediation between (natural) contestation and (conscious) 
revolutionaryness, between absolute ambiguity and relative ambiguity; 
between enigma and prophecy. The revolution, then, is made with action: 
and then, if anything, the possibilities of the semiological framework of 
human communications will have to be broadened, to include, in a holy 
sense, also the example of life (the unwritten ideological work of Camillo 
Torres, just to name one). 


But why so much awareness of such a simple phenomenon as the 
reflection of one's life in one's work? This is the conscience that arises after 
a momentary clouding: the rediscovery of something guiltily forgotten. But 
if these notes, compared to the avant-garde and the void that came after it 
(one will never be able to complain about the damage caused by the four 
fools, triumphant in the obvious of a meager well-being, of a cynical 
disengagement, full of fake alibis, progressives of a self-celebratory spirit) 
(and moreover it means that Italian literature, with its servants especially of 
the Left, was ready to suffer such damage, indeed, one can say that it did 
not expect anything else), if these notes, I say, appear , apparently, as 
"restorers of the revolutionary spirit" (which had not been exhausted in any 
way) it is clear that in the head of the drafter of the same, the awareness that 
anew ZDANOVISM is being born at the same time is clear. 


I'm not saying ALL the editors of «Quaderni Piacentiniy or other 
magazines along the same lines, generally inspiring the leaders of the 
Student Movement - and also of specialized magazines, let's say, like 
«Ombre Rosse» — I'm not saying ALL, but some of them, and above all the 
groups that revolve around them are NEO-ZDANOVISTS. They evidently 
did not notice the cancer reproducing. Objectively, it happened that the 
criticism of Stalinism, not carried out to the end by the PCI, became rigid 
through the series of overrides to the left, creating, absurdly, a kind of neo- 
Stalinism: moralizing in reaction to "revisionism", fanatical in reaction to 
"tacticism", theological in reaction to "indifference", blackmail in reaction 
to "opportunism", etc. etc. It is left-wing fascism, as a new phenomenon, 
typical of the years '67, '68 and probably '69 and following. In a pamphlet 
one might say: a large number of ill-informed young people, together with a 
large group of elderly people with shameful gray hair, after the round of 
waltzes with the avant-garde, are now preparing for the new round of 
waltzes with the neo-Zhdanovists of the a commitment that is neither 
literature (protesting, pre-revolutionary) nor action (revolutionary). But it is 
an oratory gesture, conformism presented as indignation, a collection of 
clichés, virility, camaraderie, choir, uproar, moral blackmail, creation of 
false tensions and preconceived expectations, demagogy, lynching, racism, 
moralism, inhumanity. The moralistic extremism of young people - 
certainly noble if exercised "globally" against the "system" - therefore 
seems inevitably to become neo-Stalinism if reabsorbed by the old 


communist culture, both in a return to it and on a level of competition with 
it: everything then falls into the great picture of industrial puritanism, which 
a young man spoke about, unheard, at the conference on psychiatry, 
organized by the architecture and medicine students of Turin. There are 
certain canons that are universally valid, and are followed (unconsciously, 
and therefore irremediably) by everyone: industrial puritanism is not a 
canon only for those integrated into capitalist systems, but also for those 
who dissent from these systems, who nevertheless live there. their life and 
consume their body. Therefore, the Stalinism I am talking about - and, in 
the literary field, Zhdanovism - find their profound reason in industrial 
moralism: in a conception of life in which everyone must have their own 
place, carry out their own function, identify with their own duty. Hence 
Manichaeism: the distinction between those who do this and those who do 
not do this. And the consequent racist condemnation (the exclusion of those 
who are different): condemnation that unites integrated and dissenting 
people, within the same world, not a capitalist one, but an industrial one. It 
is not for nothing that integrated and dissenting people have the same type 
of deafness when faced with the phenomenon of poetry (and it did not seem 
true to them to see it technicalised, in avant-garde products, which say 
nothing about the existence of their producer). If therefore, for me, I hope in 
the "restoration" of the true revolutionary spirit, extremist and not fanatical, 
rigorous but not moralistic, I welcome as a positive symptom the 
reappearance of a neo-existential poetry, which instead says a lot about the 
existence of its authors: necessarily different, and therefore "scandal for the 
integrated, foolishness for the dissenters": a crack, in any case in the 
"industrial puritanism" that unites, say, the managers of Fiat and the young 
extra-parliamentary communists. 

(1968) 


Cinema 


THE «CINEMA OF POETRY» 


I believe that a discussion on cinema as an expressive language cannot 
now begin without at least taking into account the terminology of semiotics. 
Because the problem, in very simple words, is this: while literary languages 
base their poetic inventions on an institutional basis of instrumental 
language, common possession of all speakers, cinematographic languages 
do not seem to be based on anything: they do not have, as a basis real, no 
communicative language. Therefore, literate languages immediately present 
themselves as legitimate as the implementation at the highest civil level of 
an instrument (a pure and simple instrument) that is actually used to 
communicate. Instead, cinematic communication would be arbitrary and 
aberrant, without effective instrumental precedents, of which everyone is 
normally a user. 

In short, men communicate with words, not with images: therefore a 
specific language of images would present itself as a pure and artificial 
abstraction. 

If this reasoning were correct, as it seems, the cinema could not 
physically exist: or, if it did exist, it would be a monstrosity, a series of 
insignificant signs. Instead, cinema communicates. It means that it too is 
based on a common heritage of signs. 

Semiotics places itself indifferently before systems of signs: it speaks of 
"systems of linguistic signs", for example, because they exist, but this in no 
way excludes the possibility of other systems of signs being theoretically 
possible. Let's say: systems of mimic signs. Indeed, in reality, to integrate 
the spoken language, a system of mimic signs must actually be invoked. 

In fact, a word (the sign) pronounced with a given face has a meaning, 
pronounced with another face has another meaning, perhaps even opposite 
(let's say that a Neapolitan is speaking): a word followed by a gesture has a 
meaning, followed by another gesture, has another meaning etc. 

This "system of mimic signs" which in the reality of oral communication 
intertwines with the system of linguistic signs and integrates it, can be 
isolated in the laboratory; and studied as autonomous. 


One can even presuppose, by abstract hypothesis, the existence of a 
single system of mimic signs as the only human instrument of 
communication (all deaf-mute Neapolitans, in short): it is on such a 
hypothetical system of visual signs that cinematographic language bases its 
possibility practice of existing, of being presupposed for a series of natural 
communicative archetypes. 

This would be very little, of course. But then we must immediately add 
that the recipient of the cinematographic product is also used to visually 
"reading" reality, that is, to having an instrumental conversation with the 
reality that surrounds him as the environment of a community: which 1s also 
expressed precisely with the pure and simple optical presence of his actions 
and habits. Walking alone on the street, even with blocked ears, is a 
continuous conversation between us and the environment which is 
expressed through the images that compose it: physiognomies of people 
passing by, their gestures, their nods, their actions, their silences , their 
expressions, their scenes, their collective reactions (heaps of people stopped 
at traffic lights, crowds around a road accident or around the fish-woman at 
Porta Capuana); furthermore: signs, indications, anti-clockwise rotational 
directions, and in short objects and things that are loaded with meanings 
and therefore brutally "speak" with their very presence. 

But there is more - a theorist would say: that is, there is a whole world, in 
man, which is expressed predominantly through significant images (do we 
want to invent, by analogy, the term im-signs?): it is the world of memory 
and dreams. 

Every effort to reconstruct memory is a "sequence of im-signs", that is, in 
a primordial way, a cinematographic sequence. (Where did I see that 
person? Wait... I think in Zagora - image of Zagora with his green palm 
trees against the pink earth - ... in the company of Abd el-Kader... - image 
of Abd el-Kader and the "person" walking against the barracks of the 
former French outposts - etc.) And so every dream is a succession of 1m- 
signs, which have all the characteristics of cinematographic sequences: 
close-up shots, long shots, details, etc. etc. 

In short, there is a complex world of significant images - both the mimic 
or environmental ones that accompany the signs, and those of memories 
and dreams - which prefigures and presents itself as an "instrumental" 
foundation of cinematographic communication. 


And then we must immediately make, at the margins, an observation: 
while the instrumental communication which is at the basis of poetic or 
philosophical communication is already extremely elaborate, it is, in short, 
a real and historically complex and mature system - the visual 
communication which is at the basis of cinematic language is, on the 
contrary, extremely crude, almost animalistic. Both mimicry and brute 
reality, as well as dreams and the mechanisms of memory, are almost pre- 
human, or at the limits of the human: in any case pre-grammatical and even 
pre-morphological (dreams occur at the level of the unconscious, and so 
mnemonic mechanisms; mimicry is a sign of extreme civil elementaryness, 
etc.). The linguistic instrument on which cinema is based is therefore of an 
irrationalistic type: and this explains the profound dreamlike quality of 
cinema, and also its absolute and essential concreteness, let us say, 
objective. 

To express myself diligently: each system of languages is collected and 
enclosed in a dictionary. Outside of that dictionary there is nothing, except 
perhaps the mimicry that accompanies the signs in spoken use. 

Each of us therefore has in his head a dictionary, lexically incomplete, 
but practically perfect, of the system of linguistic signs of his circle and his 
nation. 

The writer's operation consists in taking the words from that dictionary, 
like objects kept in a display case, and making a particular use of them: 
particular with respect to the historical moment of the word and his own. 
The result is an increase in the historicity of the word: that is, an increase in 
meaning. 

If that writer counts, in future dictionaries his "particular use of the word" 
will be reported as additional to the institution. The expressive operation, or 
invention of the writer, is therefore an addition of historicity, that is, of 
reality, to the language: he therefore works on the language both as an 
instrumental linguistic system and as a cultural tradition. His act, described 
toponymatically, is one: reworking the meaning of the sign. The sign was 
there, in the dictionary, pigeonholed, ready for use. 

For the cinematographic author, however, the act, which is fundamentally 
similar, is much more complicated. 

There is no image dictionary. There is no image pigeonholed and ready 
for use. If by chance we wanted to imagine a dictionary of images we 


would have to imagine an infinite dictionary, just as the dictionary of 
possible words continues to remain infinite. 

The cinematographic author does not possess a dictionary but an infinite 
possibility: he does not take his signs (im-signs) from the case, from the 
case, from the baggage: but from chaos, where they are nothing but mere 
possibilities or shadows of mechanical and dreamlike communication. 

Described therefore toponymatically, the operation of the 
cinematographic author is not one, but double. In fact: I) he must take the 
im-sign from chaos, make it possible, and presuppose it as arranged in a 
dictionary of significant im-signs (mimicry, environment, dream, memory); 
II) then carry out the writer's operation: that is, adding the individual 
expressive quality to this purely morphological im-sign. 

In short, while the writer's operation is an aesthetic invention, that of the 
cinematographic author is first linguistic and then aesthetic. 


In about fifty years of cinema, it is true, a kind of cinematic dictionary 
has been established, that is, a convention: which has this curious thing: it is 
stylistic before being grammatical. 

Let's take the image of the train wheels running between puffs of steam: 
it is not a syntagm, it is a style. This leads us to suppose that, since cinema 
will evidently never be able to achieve a real grammatical normativeness, if 
not, so to speak, a stylistic grammar - every time a film author has to make 
a film he is forced to repeat that double operation what I was saying. And to 
be satisfied, as per the norm, with a certain inarticulate quantity of 
expressive ways which, born as stylistic features, have become syntagms. 

On the other hand, the cinematographic author does not have to develop a 
centuries-old stylistic tradition, but simply a decades-old one: he practically 
does not have a convention to contradict with excessive scandal. His 
"historical addition" to the im-sign applies to an im-sign of very short life. 

From this perhaps derives a certain feeling of the lability of cinema: its 
grammatical signs are the objects of a world that is chronologically 
exhausted every time: the clothes of the thirties, the motor vehicles of the 
fifties...: they are all "things" without etymology, or with an etymology that 
is expressed in the corresponding system of words. 

The evolution that presides over the fashion that creates clothes or the 
taste that invents the shapes of cars, is followed by the meaning of the 
words, which adapt to it: the objects, on the other hand, are impenetrable: 


they do not move, and they only say about themselves what they I'm in that 
moment. The dictionary in which the film author places them in his 
operation is not sufficient to give them a historical background that is 
significant for everyone, immediately and later. 

A certain univocity and a certain determinism must therefore be noted in 
the object that becomes a cinematographic image: and it is natural that this 
is the case. Because the sign used by the writer has already been elaborated 
by an entire grammatical, popular and cultured history: while the sign used 
by the cinematographic author was ideally extracted a moment before by no 
one else other than him - by analogy to a possible dictionary for 
communities communicating through images — from the deaf chaos of 
things. 

But I must insist: if the images or im-signs are not organized in a 
dictionary and do not have a grammar, they are nevertheless common 
heritage. All of us, with our own eyes, have seen the famous steamer with 
its wheels and its pistons. It belongs to our visual memory and to our 
dreams: if we see it in reality "it tells us something": its appearance in a 
desert land tells us, for example, how moving man's industriousness is and 
how enormous it is. the ability of industrial society, and therefore of the 
capitalist, to annex new territories of users; and, together with some of us, 
he says that the train driver is an exploited man who, nevertheless, carries 
out his job with dignity, for a society which is what it is, even if it is its 
exploiters who identify with it etc. etc. The steamer object can say all this 
as a possible cinematic symbol, in direct communication with ourselves: 
and indirectly, as a common visual heritage, with others. 

Therefore, in reality, there are no "brute objects": all are significant 
enough in nature to become symbolic signs. This is why _ the 
cinematographic author's operation is legitimate: he chooses a series of 
objects or things or landscapes or people as syntagms (signs of a symbolic 
language) which, if they have a historical grammatical history invented at 
that moment - as in a species of happenings dominated by the idea of choice 
and assembly — they however have an already long and intense pre- 
grammatical history. 

In short, just as the pre-grammaticality of spoken signs has the right to 
citizenship in the style of a poet, the pre-grammaticality of objects will have 
the right to citizenship in the style of a film author. And this is another way 
of saying what I had already said before: cinema is fundamentally 


dreamlike due to the elementary nature of its archetypes (which we list 
again: habitual and therefore unconscious observation of the environment, 
mimicry, memory, dreams) and due to the fundamental prevalence of the 
pre-grammaticality of objects as symbols of visual language. 


One more thing: in his search for a dictionary as a fundamental and 
preliminary operation, the film author will never be able to collect abstract 
terms. 

This is probably the main difference between a literary work and a 
cinematographic work (if 1t matters to make such a comparison). The 
linguistic, or grammatical, institution of the cinematographic author is made 
up of images: and the images are always concrete, never abstract (it is only 
possible in a millenarian prediction to conceive image-symbols that 
undergo a process similar to that of words, or at least radicals, originally 
concrete, which in the fixations of use have become abstract). Therefore for 
now cinema is a non-philosophical artistic language. It can be a parable, 
never a direct conceptual expression. 

Here is therefore a third way of affirming the prevailing artisticity of 
cinema, its expressive violence, its dreamlike physicality. 


All this should, in conclusion, lead us to think that the language of 
cinema is fundamentally a "language of poetry". Instead, historically, 
concretely, after some attempts, immediately truncated, at the time of the 
origins, the cinematographic tradition that was formed seems to be that of a 
"language of prose", or at least of a "language of narrative prose". 

This is true, but, as we will see, it is a particular and surreptitious prose: 
because the fundamentally irrationalistic element of cinema cannot be 
eliminated. The reality is that cinema, at the same time as it established 
itself as a new "technique" or "genre" of expression, also established itself 
as a new technique or genre of escapist spectacle: with a quantity of 
consumers unimaginable for all other forms of expression. This meant that 
it suffered a rape that was moreover quite predictable and inevitable. That 
is: all its irrationalistic, dreamlike, elementary and barbaric elements have 
been kept below the level of consciousness: that is, they have been 
exploited as an unconscious element of shock and persuasion: and above 
this hypnotic "monstrum" which is always a film, it is that narrative 
convention was quickly constructed which provided material for useless 


and pseudo-critical comparisons with the theater and the novel. This 
narrative convention undoubtedly belongs, by analogy, to the language of 
prose communication: but with this language it only has the external aspect 
in common - the logical and illustrative procedures - while it lacks a 
substantial element of the "language of prose": rationality . Its foundation 1s 
that mythical and infantile sub-film, which, by the very nature of cinema, 
flows beneath every commercial film, even if it is not unworthy, that is, 
quite adult civically and aesthetically. 

(However - as we will see later - art films have also adopted this 
"language of prose" as their specific language: this narrative convention 
devoid of expressive, impressionistic, expressionistic, etc. points.) 


However, it can be stated that the tradition of cinematographic language, 
as it was historically formed in these first decades, tends to be naturalistic 
and objective. This is such an intriguing contradiction, which must be 
observed carefully, in its reasons and in its deepest technical connotations. 

In fact, to synoptically summarize what I have said so far, it turns out: the 
linguistic archetypes of im-signs are the images of memory and dreams, 
that is, images of "communication with oneself" (and only indirect 
communication with others, since the the image that the other has of 
something that I talk to him about is a common reference): those archetypes 
therefore pose a direct basis of "subjectivity" to the im-signs, and therefore 
a general belonging to the world of poeticity: so that the tendency of 
cinematographic language should be an expressively subjective-lyrical 
tendency. 

But im-signs - as we have seen - also have other archetypes: the mimic 
integration of speech and reality seen by the eyes, with its thousand strictly 
signaling signs. These archetypes are profoundly different from those of 
memory and dreams: that is, they are brutally objective, they belong to a 
type of "communication with others" that is very common to everyone and 
strictly functional. So the tendency that they impart to the language of signs 
is arather flatly objective and informative tendency. 

Third fact: the first operation that the director must carry out — that is, the 
choice of his vocabulary of im-signs, as a possible instrumental linguistic 
institution — certainly does not have the objectivity that a truly common and 
established vocabulary such as that of words has . There is therefore already 
a first subjective moment in this operation too, as the first choice of 


possible images cannot fail to be determined by the ideological and poetic 
vision of reality that the director has at that moment. New compulsion, 
therefore, of tendential subjectivity of the language of signs. 

But this fact is also contradicted: the short stylistic history of cinema, in 
fact, due to the expressive limitation imposed by the enormity of the film's 
recipients, meant that stylistic features immediately became syntagms in 
cinema, and therefore fell within linguistic institutionality , are very few, 
and ultimately crude (remember the eternal example of the locomotive 
wheels; the infinite series of P.P.s all the same etc. etc.). All this presents 
itself as a conventional moment of the language of signs, and ensures it 
once again an elementary objective conventionality. 

In short, cinema, or the language of im-signs, has a double nature: it is 
both extremely subjective and extremely objective (to the point of an 
insurmountable and clumsy naturalistic fatality). The two moments of this 
nature coexist closely, they are not separable even in the laboratory. 

Literary language is also naturally founded on a double nature: but in it 
the two natures are separable: there is a "language of poetry" and a 
"language of prose", so differentiated from each other as to be in reality 
diachronic, from follow two different stories. 

Through words I can create, by carrying out two different operations, a 
"poem" or a "story". Through images, at least so far, I can only make 
cinema (which only through nuances can tend towards a greater or lesser 
poeticity or a greater or lesser prosaic nature: this in theory. In practice, as 
we have seen, a tradition has rapidly been established of «language of 
narrative cinematographic prose»). 

There are borderline cases, of course. Where the poetic nature of 
language is madly highlighted. For example, Le chien andalou by Bufiuel is 
openly performed according to a register of pure expressiveness: but, for 
this, it needs the signpost of surrealism. And it must be said that, as a 
surrealist product, it is supreme. Very few other literary or pictorial products 
can compete with it, because their poetic quality is corrupted and made 
unreal by their content, that is, by the poetics of surrealism, which is a kind 
of quite brutal contentism (whereby words or colors lose their their 
expressive purity, to subjugate themselves to a monstrous impurity of 
content). On the contrary, the purity of cinematographic images, with a 
surrealistic content, 1s enhanced rather than obscured. Because it is the real 


oneiric nature of dreams and unconscious memory that surrealism puts back 
into operation in cinema etc. etc. 

Cinema, I said before, lacking a conceptual and abstract lexicon, is 
powerfully metaphorical, indeed, it starts immediately, a fortiori, at the 
level of metaphor. However, particular metaphors, specifically intended, 
always have something inevitably crude and conventional about them. 
Think of the flights, anxious or joyful, of doves, to metaphorize moods of 
anxiety or joy in the character's soul, etc. etc. In short, the nuanced, barely 
perceptible metaphor, the poetic halo of a millimeter thick - the one that 
separates the language of "To Silvia" from the institutional Petrarchan- 
Arcadian language by a breath and an abyss - would not seem possible in 
cinema. That much poetically metaphorical nature that is sensationally 
possible in cinema is always in close osmosis with the other nature, the 
strictly communicative one of prose. Which is the one that has prevailed in 
the short tradition of the history of cinema, embracing in a single linguistic 
convention art films and escapist films, masterpieces and feuilletons. 

And yet the whole trend of recent cinema, from Rossellini elected to 
Socrates, to the "nouvelle vague", to the production of these years, of these 
months (including, I suppose, the majority of the films of the first Pesaro 
festival), is towards a "cinema of poetry". 


The question that arises is this: how is the "language of poetry" 
theoretically explainable and practically possible in cinema? 

I would like to answer this question outside the strictly cinematographic 
context, that is, by unblocking the situation and acting with the freedom 
ensured by a particular and concrete relationship between cinema and 
literature. He will therefore momentarily transform the question: «Is a 
“language of poetry” possible in cinema?”, into the question: “Is the 
technique of free indirect discourse possible in cinema?”’. 

We will see the reasons for this shift later: that 1s, we will see how the 
birth of a technical tradition of the "language of poetry" in cinema is linked 
to a particular form of free indirect cinematographic discourse. 

But two words are needed first to establish what I mean by "free indirect 
discourse". 

It is simply the author's immersion in the soul of his character, and 
therefore the adoption, by the author, not only of the psychology of his 
character, but also of his language. 


There have always been cases of free indirect discourse in literature. A 
potential and emblematic free indirect discourse is also present in Dante, 
when he uses, for mimetic reasons, words of which it is unimaginable that 
he was a user, and which belong to the social circle of his characters: 
expressions of courtly language, from a novel comics of the time, for Paolo 
and Francesca, the "bad words" for the municipal Lazaronitum etc. 

Naturally, the use of "free indirect" exploded first with naturalism (see 
Verga's poetic and archaicizing one), and then with crepuscular-intimistic 
literature: that is, it is the nineteenth century that expresses itself very 
abundantly through relived discourses. 

A constant characteristic of all relived speeches is that they cannot ignore 
a certain sociological awareness on the part of the author of the 
environment he evokes: it is in fact the social condition of a character that 
determines his language (specialist language, jargon, dialect, dialectized 
language). 

It will then be necessary to make a distinction between interior 
monologue and free indirect speech: the interior monologue is a speech 
relived by the author in a character who is at least ideally of his class, of his 
generation, of his social situation: the language can therefore be the same : 
the psychological and objective identification of the character is not a 
matter of language, but of style. «Free indirect» is more naturalistic, as it is 
actual direct speech without quotation marks, and therefore involves the use 
of the character's language. 

In bourgeois literature, devoid of class consciousness (i.e. identifying 
itself with the whole of humanity), "free indirect" is often a pretext: the 
author constructs a character, perhaps speaking an invented language, to 
express his own particular interpretation of the world. It is in this pretextual 
"indirectness" - now for good reasons, now for bad reasons - that one can 
have a narrative written with strong quantities taken from the "language of 


poetry". 


Direct speech corresponds, in cinema, to the "subjective". In direct 
speech the author steps aside and gives the floor to his character, placing it 
in quotation marks: 


And the poet was already climbing in front of me, 
and said: «He's coming now: see what's happened 


meridian from the sun and to the shore 
already covers the night with Morrocco's foot." 


Through direct speech Dante reports the words of the gentle pedagogue 
as they are. When a screenwriter uses the expressions: «As seen by 
Accattone, Stella walks across the dirty lawn», or «Close-up of Cabiria who 
observes and sees... Over there, among the acacias, some boys who 
advance playing instruments and dancing» — he sketches the scheme of 
those which, at the moment of shooting and moreover editing the film, will 
become subjective. Famous subjective shots, perhaps due to extravagance, 
are not lacking: go back in your memory to the subjective shot of the corpse 
that sees the whole world as someone lying inside a coffin can see it, that is, 
from bottom to top and in movement. 

Just as writers do not always have a precise technical awareness of an 
operation such as that of free indirect discourse, so too directors have so far 
created stylistic conditions for this operation, in the most absolute 
unawareness, or with a very approximate awareness. 

However, it is certain that free indirect discourse is also possible in 
cinema: let's call this operation "free indirect subjective" (which, compared 
to the literary analogue, can be infinitely less articulated and complex). 
And, since we have established a difference between "free indirect" and 
"interior monologue", it will be necessary to see which of the two 
operations "free indirect subjective" is closer to. 

Meanwhile, it cannot be a real "Inner monologue", as cinema does not 
have the possibilities of internalization and abstraction that the word has: it 
is an "inner monologue" through images, that's all. That is, it lacks the 
entire abstract and theoretical dimension, explicitly involved in_ the 
evocative-cognitive act of the monologuing character. The lack of an 
element - that which in literature is made up of thoughts expressed by 
conceptual or abstract words - means that a "free indirect subjective" never 
corresponds perfectly to what is the internal monologue in literature. 

Cases of total disappearances of the author in a character, moreover, in 
the history of cinema, I would not be able - until the early sixties - to cite: 
that is, a film that is an entire "free indirect subjective" in that the whole 
story is narrated through the character, in an absolute internalization of his 
internal system of allusions, I don't think it exists. 


However, if the "free indirect subjective" does not entirely correspond to 
the "interior monologue", it corresponds even less to the true "free indirect". 

When a writer "relives the speech" of one of his characters, he immerses 
himself in his psychology, but also in his language: free indirect speech is 
therefore always linguistically differentiated, compared to the language of 
the writer. 

Reproducing, reliving them, the different languages of the different types 
of social conditions is made possible for the writer by the fact that they 
exist. Every linguistic reality is a set of differentiated and socially 
differentiating languages: and the writer who uses "free indirect" must 
above all be aware of this: which is a form of class consciousness. 

But the reality of the possible "cinematographic institutional language", 
as we have seen, does not exist; or it is infinite; and the author must carve 
out a vocabulary each time. But, even in this vocabulary, the language is 
necessarily interdialectal and international: because eyes are the same all 
over the world. 

They cannot be taken into consideration, because there are no special 
languages, sublanguages, jargons: social differentiations, in short. Or if 
there are, as in reality there are, they are totally beyond any possibility of 
cataloging and use. 

Because, effectively, the "gaze" of a peasant - perhaps even of a country 
or region in prehistoric conditions of underdevelopment - embraces another 
type of reality, than the gaze, given to that same reality, of a cultured 
bourgeois: the two people actually see "different series" of things, not only 
that, but even a thing in itself appears different in the two "looks". However, 
all this cannot be institutionalized, it is purely inductive. 

Practically therefore, at a possible common linguistic level based on 
"looks" at things, the difference that a director can grasp between himself 
and a character is psychological and social. But not linguistics. He is 
therefore completely incapable of any naturalistic mimesis of a language, of 
a hypothetical "look" of others at reality. 

Therefore, if he immerses himself in one of his characters, and through 
him tells the story or represents the world, he cannot make use of that 
formidable differentiating tool in nature which is language. His operation 
cannot be linguistic but stylistic. 

Moreover, even if a writer hypothetically relives the speech of a character 
who is socially identical to him, he cannot differentiate the psychology 


through the language - which 1s his own - but through the style. Practically, 
through certain ways typical of the "language of poetry". 

The fundamental characteristic, therefore, of "free indirect subjective" is 
that it is not linguistic, but stylistic. And it can therefore be defined as an 
interior monologue devoid of the explicit abstract conceptual and 
philosophical element. 

This, at least theoretically, means that the "free indirect subjective" in 
cinema implies a very complex stylistic possibility; indeed, free the 
expressive possibilities compressed by the traditional narrative convention, 
in a sort of return to the origins: to the point of rediscovering the original 
dreamlike, barbaric, irregular, aggressive, visionary quality in the technical 
means of cinema. In short, it is the "free indirect subjective" that establishes 
a possible tradition of the "technical language of poetry" in cinema. 


As concrete examples of all this, I will drag Antonioni, Bertolucci and 
Godard into the laboratory - but I could also add, from Brazil, Rocha, or, 
from Czechoslovakia, Forman, and of course many others (almost all the 
authors of the Pesaro Festival, presumably). 

As for Antonioni (The Red Desert), I would not like to dwell on the 
points universally recognizable as "poetic", and which are many, in the film. 
For example, those two or three violet flowers out of focus in the 
foreground, in the shot in which the two protagonists enter the house of the 
neurotic worker: and those same two or three violet flowers, which reappear 
in the background - no longer out of focus, but ferociously sharp — in the 
exit shot. Or the dream sequence: which, after so much coloristic 
exquisiteness, is suddenly conceived almost in an obvious technicolor (to 
imitate, or rather, to relive, through a "free indirect subjective" the 
cartoonish idea that a child of the tropical beaches has ). Or even the 
sequence of preparation for the trip to Patagonia: the workers listening etc. 
etc.; that stupendous close-up of a poignantly "real" Emilian worker, 
followed by a crazy pan from bottom to top along an electric blue stripe on 
the white lime wall of the warehouse. All this testifies to a profound, 
mysterious and at times very high intensity in the formal idea that ignites 
Antonioni's imagination. 

But, to demonstrate that the basis of the film is substantially this 
formalism, I would like to examine two aspects of a particular stylistic 
operation (the same one that I will also examine in Bertolucci and Godard) 


which is extremely significant. The two moments of this operation are: I) 
The subsequent juxtaposition of two points of view, with insignificant 
differences, on the same image: that is, the succession of two shots that 
frame the same piece of reality, first close up, then a little ' farther away; or, 
first frontally and then a little more obliquely; or finally even on the same 
axis but with two different objectives. This gives rise to an insistence that 
becomes obsessive: as a myth of the substantial and anguished autonomous 
beauty of things. I]) The technique of having characters enter and exit the 
frame, whereby, in a sometimes obsessive way, the editing consists of a 
series of "frames" - which we can call informal - where the characters enter, 
say or do something, and then they exit, leaving the painting once again to 
its pure, absolute meaning as a painting: which is succeeded by another 
similar painting, where the characters then enter etc. etc. So the world 
presents itself as regulated by a myth of pure pictorial beauty, which the 
characters invade, it is true, but by adapting themselves to the rules of that 
beauty, rather than desecrating them with their presence. 

The film's internal law of "obsessive shots" therefore clearly 
demonstrates the prevalence of a formalism as a finally liberated and 
therefore poetic myth (my use of the word formalism does not imply a 
value judgment: I know very well that there is an authentic and sincere 
formalist inspiration: the poetry of language). 

But how was this "liberation" possible for Antonioni? Very simply, it was 
possible by creating the "stylistic condition" for a "free indirect subjective 
view" that coincides with the entire film. 

In Red Desert, Antonioni no longer applies, in a somewhat clumsy 
contamination, as in previous films, his own formalistic vision of the world 
to a generically engaged content (the problem of alienation neurosis): but he 
looks at the world by immersing himself in its neurotic protagonist, reliving 
the facts through her "gaze" (which not for nothing this time is decidedly 
beyond the clinical limit: suicide having already been attempted). 

By means of this stylistic mechanism, Antonioni freed his most real 
moment: he was finally able to represent the world seen through his eyes, 
because he replaced, en bloc, the vision of the world of a neurotic, with his 
own delusional vision of aestheticism. : wholesale replacement justified by 
the possible analogy of the two visions. If there was something arbitrary in 
this substitution, there would be nothing to complain about. It is clear that 
the "free indirect subjective" is pretextual: and Antonioni perhaps arbitrarily 


took advantage of it to allow himself maximum poetic freedom, a freedom 
that borders - and 1s therefore intoxicating - on arbitrariness. 

The obsessive immobilities of the shot are also typical of Bertolucci's 
film Before the Revolution. However, they have a different meaning than 
for Antonioni. It is not the fragment of the world enclosed in the frame and 
transformed by the frame into a piece of figurative beauty in its own right, 
which interests Bertolucci, as it does Antonioni. Bertolucci's formalism is 
infinitely less pictorial: and his framing does not operate metaphorically on 
reality, dissecting it into many mysteriously autonomous places like 
paintings. Bertolucci's shot adheres to reality, according to a somewhat 
realistic canon (according to a poetic language technique, as we will see, 
followed by the classics, from Charlot to Bergman): the immobility of the 
shot on a piece of reality (the river Parma, the streets of Parma etc.) testifies 
to the elegance of an undecided and profound love, precisely for that piece 
of reality. 

Practically, the entire stylistic system of Before the Revolution is a long 
free indirect subjective shot, based on the dominant state of mind of the 
film's protagonist, the young neurotic aunt. But while in Antonioni there 
was a wholesale replacement of the patient's vision with the author's vision 
of feverish formalism, in Bertolucci this wholesale replacement did not 
occur: there was rather a contamination between the neurotic's vision of the 
world and that of the author: which, being inevitably analogous, are not 
easily distinguishable, they blend into each other: they require the same 
style. 

The only expressively acute moments of the film are, precisely, the 
"insistence" of the shots and the rhythms of editing, whose underlying 
realism (Rossellinian neorealistic ancestry, and the mythical realism of 
some younger masters) is charged through the abnormal duration of a shot 
or an editing rhythm, until 1t explodes into a sort of technical scandal. This 
insistence on details, especially on certain details of the excursus, is a 
deviation from the film system: it is the temptation to make another film. In 
short, it is the presence of the author, who transcends his film, in an 
abnormal freedom, and continually threatens to abandon it, on the tangent 
of a sudden inspiration, which is then the latent inspiration of the love for 
the poetic world of his own vital experiences. A moment of naked and raw 
subjectivity, in nature, in a film where (as in Antonioni's) subjectivity is 
entirely mystified through that process of false objectivism which is due to 


a pretextual "free indirect subjective". In short, under the technique 
produced by the disoriented, incoordinating state of mind, haunted by 
details, attracted by forced attention, etc. etc. of the protagonist, the world 
as seen by the no less neurotic author continually emerges: dominated by an 
elegant and never classicistic elegiac spirit. 

There is instead something brutal in Godard's culture, and perhaps even 
slightly vulgar: elegy is inconceivable to him, because being Parisian he 
cannot be affected by such a provincial and country feeling; Antonioni's 
classicistic formalism is also inconceivable to him, for the same reason: he 
is completely post-impressionistic, he has nothing of the old sensuality 
stagnant in the conservative, and marginal, Po Valley-Roman area, albeit, as 
it is in Antonioni , very Europeanized. Godard was not faced with any 
moral imperative: he feels neither the normative nature of the Marxist 
commitment (old stuff), nor the bad academic conscience (provincial stuff). 
His vitality has no restraint, modesty, or scruples. It reconstitutes, in itself, 
the world: it is also cynical towards itself. Godard's poetics is ontological, it 
is called cinema. His formalism is therefore a technicality that is poetic by 
its very nature: everything that is fixed in motion by a camera is beautiful: it 
is the technical, and therefore poetic, restitution of reality. Godard, of 
course, also plays the usual game: he too needs a "dominant state" of the 
protagonist, to endorse his technical freedom: a dominant state that is 
neurotic and scandalous in its relationship with reality. Godard's 
protagonists are therefore also sick people, exquisite flowers of the 
bourgeoisie: but they are not being treated. They are very serious, but vital, 
on this side of the limit of pathology: they simply represent the average of a 
new anthropological type. Obsession is also characteristic of their 
relationship with the world: the obsessive attachment to a detail or a gesture 
(and here cinematographic technique intervenes, which can, even better 
than literary technique, exasperate situations). But in Godard it is not a 
question of insistence exceeding all bearable time on the same object: in 
him there is neither the cult of the object as a form (as in Antonioni), nor 
the cult of the object as a symbol of a world lost (as in Bertolucci): Godard 
has no cult, and puts everything on par, frontally: his pretextual "free 
indirect" is a frontal and indifferentiating arrangement of a thousand details 
of the world, without a solution of continuity, assembled with obsession 
cold and almost smug (typical of her amoral protagonist) of a disintegration 
reconstructed into unity through that inarticulate language. Godard 


completely lacks classicism, otherwise one could speak of neo-cubism for 
him. But we could talk about a non-tonal neo-cubism. Under the events of 
his films, under the long "free indirect subjective shots" that mimic the state 
of mind of the protagonists, there always runs a film made for the pure 
pleasure of reproducing a reality shattered by technique and reconstructed 
by a brutal, mechanical Braque and disharmonious. 


The «cinema of poetry» — as it presents itself a few years after its birth — 
therefore has in common the characteristic of producing films with a dual 
nature. The film that is normally seen and understood is a "free indirect 
subjective", perhaps irregular and approximate - very free, in short: due to 
the fact that the author makes use of the "dominant psychological state of 
mind in the film" - which is that of a sick, non-normal protagonist - to make 
it a continuous mimesis - which allows him a lot of anomalous and 
provocative stylistic freedom. 

Below this film, the other film flows - the one that the author would have 
made even without the pretext of the visual mimesis of his protagonist: a 
film totally and freely of an expressive-expressionistic character. 

The indicator of the presence of this unmade underground film is 
precisely, as we have seen in the specific analyses, the obsessive shots and 
editing rhythms. This obsessiveness contradicts not only the norm of 
common cinematographic language, but the very internal regulation of the 
film as "free indirect subjective". That is, it is the moment in which 
language, following a different and perhaps more authentic inspiration, 
frees itself from function and presents itself as "language in itself", style. 

The "cinema of poetry" is in reality, therefore, profoundly based on the 
exercise of style as inspiration, in most cases, sincerely poetic: such as to 
remove any suspicion of mystification from the pretextuality of the use of 
"free indirect subjective". 

What does all this mean? 

It means that a common technical-stylistic tradition is being formed: that 
is, a language of poetic cinema. This language now tends to present itself as 
diachronic with respect to the language of cinematic narrative: a diachrony 
that seems destined to become increasingly accentuated, as happens in 
literary systems. 

This nascent technical-stylistic tradition is based on the set of those 
cinematographic stylistic features, which were formed almost naturally as a 


function of the anomalous psychological excesses of the protagonists 
chosen pretextually: or rather as a function of a substantially formalistic 
vision of the world (informal in Antonioni, elegiac in Bertolucci, 
technicality in Godard etc. etc.). Expressing this interior vision necessarily 
requires a special language, with its stylisms and technicalities co-present 
with inspiration, which, being precisely formalistic, has in them both its 
instrument and its object. 

The series of "cinematic styles", thus born and cataloged in a newly 
founded tradition and still without norms if not intuitive and I would say 
pragmatic - all coincide with typical processes of specifically 
cinematographic expression. They are pure linguistic facts, and therefore 
require specific linguistic expressions. Listing them means tracing a 
possible "prosody" not yet codified and functioning, but whose normative 
nature is already potential (from Paris to Rome, from Prague to Brasilia). 

The first characteristic of these signs constituting a tradition of poetic 
cinema consists in that phenomenon which is normally and banally defined 
by professionals with the phrase: "Making the camera heard". In short, the 
great maxim of wise filmmakers, in force until the early sixties: "Don't let 
the camera be heard!", has been replaced by the opposite maxim. These two 
paragraphs, gnoseological and gnomic, contrary, are there to unequivocally 
define the presence of two different ways of making cinema: of two 
different cinematographic languages. 

But then it must be said: in the great cinematographic poems, from 
Charlot, to Mizoguchi, to Bergman, the general and common characteristic 
was that "you couldn't hear the camera": they were not shot, that is, 
according to a canon of "language of the cinema of poetry". 

Their poetry was elsewhere than in language as a technique of language. 

The fact that you couldn't hear the camera meant that the language 
adhered to the meanings, placing itself at their service: it was transparent to 
perfection; it did not overlap with the facts, violating them through the 
crazy semantic deformations that are due to its presence as a continuous 
technical-stylistic conscience. 

We remember the boxing sequence, in City Lights, between Charlot and 
a champion who, as always, is much stronger than him: the stupendous 
comedy of Charlot's ballet, those little steps he takes a little here and a little 
there, symmetrical, useless, heartbreaking and irresistible ridiculous: well, 
there the camera stood still and filmed any "total". He didn't feel it. Or we 


remember one of the last products of classical "cinema of poetry": in 
Bergman's Eye of the Devil, when Don Giovanni and Pablo emerge from 
Hell after three hundred years, and see the world again, the apparition of the 
world - something so extraordinary - is given by Bergman with a "long 
shot" of the two protagonists in a somewhat wild and springtime piece of 
countryside, one or two very common "close-ups", and a large "total" on a 
Swedish panorama, with shocking beauty in its crystalline and humble 
insignificance. The camera was still, framing those images in an absolutely 
normal way. He didn't feel it. 

The poetic nature of classic films was therefore not achieved using a 
specific language of poetry. 

This means that they were not poems, but stories: classical cinema was 
and is narrative: its language is that of prose. The poetry is internal to it: as 
in Chekhov's or Melville's stories. 

The formation of a "language of cinematographic poetry" therefore 
implies the possibility of making, on the contrary, pseudo-stories, written 
with the language of poetry: the possibility, in short, of an artistic prose, of 
a series of lyrical pages, whose subjectivity is ensured by the pretextual use 
of "free indirect subjective": and whose true protagonist is style. 

The camera, therefore, can be felt, for good reasons: the alternation of 
different objectives, a 25 or a 300 on the same face, the waste of the zoom, 
with its very high objectives, which are on top of things, dilating them like 
over-leavened bread, the continuous and falsely random backlighting with 
its flashes in the camera, the hand-held camera movements, the exasperated 
tracking shots, the wrong editing for expressive reasons, the irritating 
attacks, the interminable stillness on the same image, etc. etc., all this 
technical code was born almost out of intolerance of the rules, out of a need 
for irregular and provocative freedom, out of a differently authentic or 
delightful taste for anarchy: but it immediately became canon, linguistic and 
prosodic heritage, which simultaneously affects all world cinema. 


What is the use of having identified, and in some way baptized, this 
recent technical-stylistic tradition of a "cinema of poetry"? A simple 
terminological utility, evidently: which has no meaning if we do not then 
proceed with a comparative examination of this phenomenon, in a broader 
cultural, social and political situation. 


Now, cinema, probably since 1936, the year of the release of Modern 
Times, has always been ahead of literature: or at least it catalysed, with a 
timeliness that made it chronologically earlier, the profound socio-political 
reasons that would characterize thereafter little literature. 

Therefore cinematographic neorealism (Rome, open city) prefigured all 
the Italian literary neorealism of the post-war period and part of the fifties; 
the neo-decadent and neo-formalist films of Fellini or Antonioni prefigured 
the Italian neo-avant-garde revival or the fading of neo-realism; the 
«nouvelle vague» anticipated the «école du regard», making its first 
symptoms sensationally public; the new cinema of some socialist republics 
is the first and most sensational fact of a general revival in those countries 
of interest in formalism of Western origin, as a revival of an interrupted 
twentieth-century motif, etc. etc. 

In short, in a general framework, the formation of a tradition of 
"language of cinema poetry" stands as a sign of a strong and general revival 
of formalism, as a medium and typical production of the cultural 
development of neo-capitalism. (Naturally there is the reserve, due to my 
moralism as a Marxist, of a possible alternative: that is, a renewal of that 
writer's mandate which at this moment appears to have expired.) 

Indeed, to conclude: 

I) The technical-stylistic tradition of a cinema of poetry was born in a 
context of neo-formalist research, corresponding to the material and 
predominantly linguistic-stylistic inspiration that has become current again 
in literary production. 

II) The use of "free indirect subjective" in the cinema of poetry, as we 
have repeatedly repeated, is pretextual: it serves to speak indirectly - 
through any narrative alibi - in the first person: and therefore the language 
used for the interior monologues of pretextual characters is the language of 
a "first person" who sees the world according to a_ substantially 
irrationalistic inspiration: and who to express himself must therefore resort 
to the most sensational expressive means of the "language of poetry". 

III) The pretextual characters can only be chosen from the author's own 
cultural context: that is, similar to him in culture, language and psychology: 
"exquisite flowers of the bourgeoisie". If they then belong to another social 
world, they are mythologized and assimilated through the typification of the 
anomaly, neurosis or hypersensitivity, etc. In short, the bourgeoisie, even in 


cinema, reidentifies itself with the whole of humanity, in an irrationalistic 
interclassism. 

All this is part of that general movement of recovery, by bourgeois 
culture, of the ground lost in the battle with Marxism and its possible 
revolution. And it is part of that somewhat grandiose movement of the 
evolution, we can say anthropological, of the bourgeoisie, along the lines of 
an "internal revolution" of capitalism: that is, neocapitalism which 
questions and modifies its own structures, and which , in this case, 
reattributes a late-humanistic function to poets: myth and the technical 
awareness of form. 

(1965) 


THE SCREENPLAY AS «STRUCTURE THAT WANTS TO BE 
ANOTHER STRUCTURE» 


The concrete fact of the relationship between cinema and literature is the 
screenplay. However, I am not so interested in observing the mediating 
function of the screenplay, and the critical elaboration of the literary work 
that it leads, "figuratively integrating it" with the equally critical perspective 
of the cinematographic work that it presupposes. 

On this note, what interests me about the screenplay is the moment in 
which the screenplay can be considered an autonomous "technique", an 
integral and complete work in itself. Let's take the case of a screenplay by a 
writer, not based on a novel and — for one reason or another — not translated 
into film. 

This case presents us with an autonomous screenplay: which can very 
well represent a real choice of the author: the choice of a narrative 
technique. 

What is the standard of judgment for such a work? If it is considered to 
belong completely to the "writings" - that is, nothing other than the product 
of a "type of writing" whose fundamental element is that of writing through 
the technique of the screenplay - then it must be judged in the usual way in 
which literary products, and precisely as a new literary "genre", with its 
particular prosody and metric etc. etc. 

But by doing this, an incorrect and arbitrary critical operation would be 
performed. If in the screenplay there is no continuous allusion to a 
cinematographic work to be made, it is no longer a technique, and its 
screenplay aspect is purely pretextual (a case which has not yet arisen). 
Therefore, if an author decides to adopt the "technique" of the screenplay as 
an autonomous work, he must at the same time accept the allusion to a 
cinematographic work "to be made", without which the technique he 
adopted is fictitious - and therefore falls directly into the forms traditional 
literary writings. 

If, however, he accepts, as a substantial, structural element of his "work 
in the form of a screenplay", the allusion to a cinematographic-visualization 


work "to be made", then it can be said that his work is both typical (it has 
truly similar to all real and functional screenplays) and autonomous at the 
same time. 

There is a similar moment in all screenplays (of high-level films): that is, 
all screenplays have a moment in which they are autonomous "techniques", 
whose first structural element is the integrative reference to a 
cinematographic work to be made . 

In this sense, a criticism of a screenplay as an autonomous technique will 
obviously require particular conditions, so complex, so determined by an 
ideological development that has no references either with traditional 
literary criticism or with the recent film critical tradition - as to even require 
the the help of possible new codes. 

For example, is it possible to use the stylcritical code in the analysis of a 
"screenplay"? It may be possible, but by adapting it to a series of needs that 
that code had definitely not foreseen, so much so that it could only 
fictitiously cover them. In fact, if the histological examination conducted on 
a sample taken from the body of a screenplay is similar to that carried out 
on a literary work, it strips the screenplay of its character which, as we have 
seen, is substantial: the allusion to a cinematic work to be made. The 
stilcritical examination has before our eyes the form it has: it draws a 
diagnostic veil even on what he could previously know, let alone on what 
he doesn't really know, not only as cognition, but as a working hypothesis! 

The observation on the infinitesimal reproducing the whole - which leads 
to a historical-cultural redefinition of the work - in the case of the 
screenplay will always lack something: that is, an internal element of the 
form: an element that is not there, which is a "will to form". 

(Once a stylcritic has become aware of the problem, he can probably 
adapt his investigation to it: however, the essential fact of stylcriticism, that 
of acting on the concrete, 1s evaded: practically one cannot "perceive" this 
"will of form" from a detail of the form. This will must be ideologically 
presupposed, it must be part of the critical code. In detail it is nothing but a 
void, a dynamic that does not materialize, it is like a fragment of force 
without destination, which translates into a roughness and incompleteness 
of the form , from which the stylcritic can only deduce a roughness and 
incompleteness of the whole work: and perhaps deduce from it its quality as 
a note, as a work to be done, etc., etc. And with this he has not kept to the 


right critical point, which must rather predict and assume this conclusion as 
an integral part of the work, as its structural characteristic etc. etc.) 

The main characteristic of the «sign» of the screenplay technique is that 
of alluding to the meaning through two different, concomitant and 
reconverging paths. That is: the sign of the screenplay alludes to the 
meaning according to the normal path of all written languages and 
specifically of literary jargons, but, at the same time, it alludes to that same 
meaning, referring the recipient to another sign, that of the film to be made . 
Every time our brain, faced with a sign in the script, takes these two paths 
simultaneously - one quick and normal, and a second long and special - to 
grasp its meaning. 

In other words: the author of a screenplay makes a request to its recipient 
for a particular collaboration, that is, to lend the text a "visual" 
completeness that it does not have, but to which it alludes. The reader is 
immediately complicit - faced with the immediately intuited technical 
characteristics of the screenplay - in the operation that 1s required of him: 
and his representative imagination enters a much higher and more intense 
creative phase, mechanically, than when he reads a novel. 

The screenplay technique is based above all on this collaboration of the 
reader: and it is clear that its perfection consists in fulfilling this function 
perfectly. Its form, its style are perfect and complete when they have 
understood and integrated these needs into themselves. The impression of 
roughness and incompleteness is therefore apparent. This crudeness and 
incompleteness are stylistic elements. 

At this point a drama occurs between the various aspects under which a 
"sign" presents itself. It is both oral (phoneme), written (grapheme) and 
visual (cinema). Due to an incalculable series of conditioned reflexes of our 
mysterious cybernetics, we always have these different aspects of the 
linguistic "sign" coexistent, which is therefore one and three. If we belong 
to the class that holds the culture, and therefore know how to at least read, 
the "graphemes" immediately present themselves to us as "signs" tout court, 
infinitely enriched by the co-presence of their "phoneme" and _ their 
"cinema". 

There are already, in the tradition, certain "writings" that refer the reader 
to an operation similar to the one we have described above: for example, 
the writings of symbolist poetry. When we read a poem by Mallarmé or 
Ungaretti, in front of the series of "graphemes" that are in that moment 


before our eyes - the linsigns - we do not limit ourselves to a pure and 
simple reading: the text requires us to collaborate by "pretending" to hear 
those graphemes acoustically. That is, it refers us to phonemes. Which are 
present in our judgment even if we do not read aloud. A verse by Mallarmé 
or Ungaretti reaches its meaning only through a semantic dilation, or an 
exquisite-barbaric coercion of particular meanings: which is achieved 
through the supposed musicality of the word or of the connections of words. 
That is, giving denotations not through a particular expressiveness of the 
sign, but through the abuse of its phoneme. As we read, therefore, we thus 
integrate the aberrant meaning of the poet's special vocabulary, following 
two paths, the normal one, sign-meaning, and the abnormal one, sign-sign 
as phoneme-meaning. 

The same thing happens in stage texts (let's invent this new term!). Here 
too the reader integrates the incomplete meaning of the writing of the 
screenplay, following two paths, the normal one, sign-meaning, and the 
abnormal one, sign-sign as cinema-meaning. 

The word of the scene-text is therefore characterized by the expressive 
accentuation of one of the three moments from which it is made up, the 
cinema. 

Naturally, «cinemas» are primordial images, visual monads that are non- 
existent, or almost non-existent, in reality. The image arises from the 
coordination of cinemas. 

This is the point: these coordinations of «cinemi» are not a literary 
technique. They are another langue, founded on a system of «cinem»p» or 
«im-signs», on which the cinematographic metalanguage is implanted, 
analogously to written or spoken metalanguages. It has always been spoken 
of (at least in Italy) as a "language" analogous to the written-spoken one 
(literature, theatre, etc.), and even what is visual in it is seen by analogy to 
the figurative arts. . Every cinematographic examination is therefore 
vitiated by this origin of linguistic imprint that cinema has in the heads of 
those who analyze or study it. The "film specific" - a definition that has 
only had some external success in Italy - does not go so far as to envisage 
the possibility of cinema as another language, with its autonomous and 
particular structures: the "film specific" tends to place cinema as another 
specific technique, founded by analogy on written-spoken language, that is, 
on what is for us language tout-court (but not for semiotics, which is 


indifferent when faced with the most varied, scandalous and hypothetical 
systems of signs ). 

Therefore, while "cinema" in written-spoken languages is one of the 
elements of the sign - and, moreover, the one taken least into consideration, 
presenting itself to our habit, the word, as written-spoken, that is, above all 
as a phoneme and as a grapheme - in cinematographic languages, cinema is 
the sign par excellence: we must speak rather of im-sign (which 1s therefore 
the "cinema" detached from the other two moments of the word, and has 
become autonomous, a self-sufficient sign). 

What is this fundamental visual monad which is the im-sign, and what 
are the "coordinations of im-signs", from which the image is born? Here 
too, instinctively, we have always reasoned with a kind of literary cast in 
our heads, that is, making a continuous and unconscious analogy between 
cinema and written expressive languages. That is, we have identified by 
analogy the im-sign to the word, and we have built on it a kind of 
surreptitious grammar, vaguely, fortunately and, in some way sensually, 
analogous to that of written-spoken languages. That is, we have a very 
vague idea of the im-sign in our head, which we generically identify with 
the word. But the word is a noun, verb, interjection or interjective particle. 
There are languages that are fundamentally nominal, others that are 
fundamentally verbal. In our common languages in the West, language 
consists of a balance of definition (noun) and action (verbal) etc. etc. What 
are the nouns, verbs, conjunctions, interjections in cinematographic 
language? And, above all, is it necessary that, obeying our law of analogy 
and habit, they exist? If cinema is another language, can't this unknown 
language be based on laws that have nothing to do with the linguistic laws 
we are used to? 

What is the im-sign, physically? A frame? A particular duration of 
frames? A multicellular set of frames? A meaningful sequence of frames 
with duration? This has yet to be decided. And it won't be until we have the 
data to write a grammar of cinema. Saying, for example, that the im-sign or 
monad of cinematographic language is a "syntaxeme", that is, a coordinated 
set of frames (or shots?) is still arbitrary. How arbitrary it is still to say, for 
example, that cinema is a totally "verbal" language: that is, that in cinema 
there are no nouns, conjunctions, interjections, unless fused with verbs. And 
therefore the core of the cinematographic language, the im-sign, is a 
moving cut of images, with an indeterminable and shapeless, magmatic 


duration. Hence a "magmatic" grammar by definition, describable through 
paragraphs and chapters unusual in written-spoken grammars. 

What is not arbitrary is to say that cinema is based on a "system of signs" 
different from the written-spoken one, that is, that cinema is another 
language. 

But no other language like Bantu is different from Italian, for example, 
just to compare two languages that are difficult to match: and with good 
reason, if the translation also implies an operation similar to that which we 
have seen for the stage-text (and for certain writings such as symbolist 
poetry): that 1s, 1t requires a special collaboration from the reader and its 
signs have two channels of reference to meaning. This is the moment of 
literal translation with facing text. If we see the Bantu text on one page, and 
the Italian text on the other, the signs we perceive (read) of the Italian text 
perform that double carom that only very refined thinking machines, such 
as our brains, can follow. That is, they convey the meaning directly (the 
sign "palm" which indicates the palm to me) and indirectly, referring to the 
Bantu sign which indicates the same palm in a different psycho-physical or 
cultural world. The reader, naturally, does not understand the Bantu sign, 
which is a dead letter for him: however, he at least realizes that the meaning 
conveyed by the sign "palm" must be integrated, modified... how? perhaps 
without knowing how, from that mysterious Bantu sign: in any case the 
feeling that it must be modified somehow modifies it. The collaborative 
operation between translator and reader is therefore double: sign-meaning, 
and sign-sign of another (primitive) language-meaning. 

The example of a primitive language comes close to what we want to say 
about cinema: this primitive language in fact also has structures that are 
immensely different from ours, belonging, let's say, to the world of "wild 
thought". However, "wild thought" is in us: and there is a fundamentally 
identical structure between our languages and primitive ones: both are made 
up of signs, and are therefore mutually compatible. The two respective 
grammars have similar patterns. (If we are therefore accustomed to 
interrupting our grammatical habits out of respect for the structures of 
another language, even the most compromising and different, we are not, 
however, capable of interrupting our cinematographic habits. And this until 
we have written a scientific grammar of cinema, as a potential grammar of a 
«system of im-signs» on which cinema is based.) 


Now, we were saying that the "sign" of the screenplay follows a double 
path (sign-meaning; sign-cinematic sign-meaning). It must be repeated that: 
even the sign of literary metalanguages follows the same path, arousing 
images in the collaborating mind of the reader: the grapheme accentuates 
now its being phoneme, now its being cinema, depending on the musical or 
pictorial quality of the writing. But we said that in the case of the scene-text 
the technical characteristic is a special and canonical request for the reader's 
collaboration to see cinema above all in the grapheme, and therefore to 
think in images, reconstructing in one's head the film alluded to in the 
screenplay as a work to be do. 

We must now complete this initial observation, specifying that the 
cinema thus accentuated and functionalised, as we were saying, is not a 
mere element, albeit dilated, of the sign, but is the sign of another linguistic 
system. Therefore, not only does the sign of the script express not only the 
form, but also "a desire of the form to be another", that is, it captures "the 
form in movement": a movement that ends freely and variously in the 
writer's imagination and in the collaborating and sympathetic to the reader, 
freely and variously coinciding: all this normally happens in the context of 
writing, and only nominally presupposes another language (in which the 
form is fulfilled). In short, it is a question that connects metalanguage with 
metalanguage, and the reciprocal forms. 

What is most important to note is that the word of the script is, thus, 
simultaneously the sign of two different structures, as the meaning it 
denotes is double: and it belongs to two languages endowed with different 
structures. 

If, formulating a definition in the artfully limited field of writing, the sign 
of the scene-text presents itself as the sign that denotes a "form in 
movement", a "form endowed with the will to become another form", 
formulating the definition in most complete and objective field of language, 
the sign of the scene-text presents itself as the sign that expresses meanings 
of a "structure in movement", that is, of "a structure endowed with the will 
to become another structure". 

This being the case, what is the typical structure of screenplay 
metalanguage? It is a "diachronic structure" by definition, or better yet, to 
use that term which places structuralism in crisis (especially if understood 
conventionally, as by certain Italian groups), a term from Murdock, a real 
"process". But a particular process, since it is not an evolution, a passage 


from a stage A to a stage B: but a pure and simple "dynamism", a "tension", 
which moves, without leaving and without arriving, from one stylistic 
structure, that of narrative, to another stylistic structure, that of cinema, and, 
more profoundly, from one linguistic system to another. 

The "structure" that is dynamic but without functionality, and outside the 
laws of evolution, of the scene-text lends itself perfectly as an object for a 
clash between the now traditional concept of "structure" and the critical one 
of "process". Murdock and Vogt would find themselves faced with a 
"process that does not proceed", a structure that makes the process its 
structural characteristic; Lévi-Strauss would find himself faced not with the 
values of a "naive philosophy", which determine "directional" processes, 
but with a real will to movement, the will of the author who designates the 
meanings of a linguistic structure as the typical signs of that structure, at the 
same time designates the meanings of another structure. This will 1s precise: 
it is a fact, which the observer can observe from the outside, of which he 
himself is a witness. It is not a hypothesized and naively proven will. The 
synchrony of the stage-text system places diachrony as a fundamental 
element. That is, I repeat, the process. We thus have a morphologically 
moving structure in the laboratory. 


That an individual, as an author, reacts to the system by building another 
one seems simple and natural to me; just as men, as authors of history, react 
to the social structure by building another, through revolution, that is, the 
desire to transform the structure. I therefore do not intend to speak, 
according to American sociological criticism, of "natural" and ontological 
values and volitions: but I speak of "revolutionary will" both in the author 
as the creator of an individual stylistic system that contradicts the 
grammatical and literary-slang system in force , both in men as subverters 
of political systems. 

In the case of an author of stage plays, and, even more so, of films, we 
are faced with a curious fact: the presence of a stylistic system where a 
linguistic system is not yet defined, and where the structure is not conscious 
and described. scientifically. A director, let's say, like Godard, destroys the 
cinematographic "grammar" before we know what it is. And it is natural, 
because every personal stylistic system collides more or less violently with 
institutional systems. In the case of cinema, this happens by analogy with 
literature. That is, the author is aware that his stylistic system (or perhaps 


better "writing" as Barthes suggests) contradicts the norm and subverts it, 
but does not know what norm it is. For example, there is now a real 
international school, a "stylistic international" which adopts the canons of 
the "language of poetry" for cinema, and therefore cannot fail to disappoint, 
challenge, shatter, play with grammar (which does not know , because it is 
the grammar of another language, of a "system of visual signs" not yet clear 
in the critical consciousness). This language of poetry, in cinema, is already 
a truly recent stylistic institution, with its own laws and qualities, as they 
say, in solidarity: recognizable in a Parisian film or in a Prague film, in an 
Italian film or in a Brazilian film. They already, as a cinematographic genre, 
tend to have their circuits and their specific distribution channels (there was 
a recent conference of arthouse cinemas in Italy, where this need 1s 
becoming conscious: so, in short, just as a publisher has its way and its way 
to sell books previously considered to be of small circulation, to selected 
recipients: which however are not necessarily a bad commercial deal, if the 
distribution takes place within the reasonably foreseen limits). 

The distinction between the "language of prose" and the "language of 
poetry" is an old concept among linguists. But if I had to indicate a recent 
chapter of this distinction, I would indicate some pages dedicated to it in 
Barthes's Degree Zero, where the distinction is radical and electrifying. (I 
should only add that Barthes has French classicism as his background, 
which is very different from Italian classicism, and above all he has behind 
him the series of progressive sequences of the French language, while the 
Italians have chaos behind them, which always makes it undefined their 
classicism 1s sensual. Furthermore, I would also observe that the "isolation 
of words", typical of the language of "decadent" poetry, has only apparently 
anti-classicist results, that is, the prevalence of the isolated word - as 
monstrosity and mystery - over the whole of the period. In fact, if a patient 
analyst were able to reconstruct the "connections" between the "isolated" 
words of the language of twentieth-century poetry, he would always 
reconstruct classicistic connections - as every aesthetic operation as such 
presupposes.) 

In conclusion, in cinema there are undoubtedly systems or structures, 
with all the typical characteristics of each system and each structure: a 
patient stylistic examination, like that of an ethnologist among the 
Australian tribes, would reconstruct the permanent and solid data of those 


systems , both as "schools" (the international "cinema of poetry", like a kind 
of exquisite Gothic) and as true individual systems. 

The same thing can be done through a long and careful analysis of the 
"uses and customs" of screenplays: here too, as each of us knows intuitively 
or from experience not transformed into scientific research, a series of 
characteristics in close relationship with each other, and equipped with 
constant continuity, would constitute a typical "structure" of screenplays. 
We have seen, above, its "dynamic" characteristic, which, it seems to me, is 
a sensational case of "diachronic structure" etc. etc. (with a substantial 
internal element, the «chronotope» that Segre speaks of). 

The interest offered by this case is the concrete and documentable "will" 
of the author: which seems to me to contradict Lévi-Strauss’ statement: 
"One cannot rigorously define a stage A and a stage B at the same time ( 
which is only possible from the outside and in structural terms) and 
empirically relive the passage from one to the other (which would be the 
only intelligible way to understand it).» 

In fact, faced with the "dynamic structure" of a screenplay, its desire to 
be a form that moves towards another form, we can very well, from the 
outside and in structural terms, rigorously define stage A (let's say the 
literary structure of the screenplay) and stage B (the cinematographic 
structure). But at the same time we can empirically relive the transition 
from one to the other, because the "structure of the screenplay" consists 
precisely in this: "transition from the literary stage to the cinematographic 
stage". 

If Lévi-Strauss was wrong in this case, and Gurvitch and American 
sociology, Murdock, Vogt were right, then we should accept the controversy 
of the latter, and make our own their need to focus more on "process" than 
on "structure". . 

Reading, in fact, no more or less than reading, a screenplay means 
empirically reliving the transition from structure A to structure B. 

(1965) 


THE WRITTEN LANGUAGE OF REALITY 


“It makes no difference,” 
said Socrates, “but we must 
first of all be careful that a 
certain unpleasant case does 
not happen to — us.” 
"Which?" I say. 

And he replied: «Becoming 
misologists, that is, that 
aversion and antipathy arise 
in us for every discussion. 
Similarly, others become 
misanthropic and have 
aversion and antipathy for 
their fellow men.Oh! truly 
there is no greater 
misfortune than this dislike 


for every discussion.» 


PLATO, Phaedo 


I 


I list some points, not in strictly logical correlation with each other, 
which must be kept in mind when reading these pages (as usual so 
extravagantly interdisciplinary): 

a) Theoretical discourses on cinema, up to now, have almost always been 
of a stylistic-parenetic, or essayistic-mythical, or technical type. However, 
they all had the characteristic of explaining cinema with cinema, creating a 
dark underlying ontology. Only the intervention of linguistics and 
semiology - which is very recent - can guarantee the fall of this ontology 
and scientific research on cinema. 

b) Every discussion on cinema is, first of all, made ambiguous by the 
technical terminology which until now - respectful of ontological principles 
as every technical fact is - has been the only possible description of the 
cinematographic phenomenon. Now all that can arise is a terminological 
duplication (since the "technique" of cinema seems to have a much more 
precise and factual meaning than what, perhaps by simple analogy, is called 
"literary technique"). For example. the word «shot» is a word from the 
technical terminology of cinema. A linguistic discourse on cinema cannot 
make use of it unless it is approximate or secondary: a struggle for 
supremacy therefore arises between the term «framing» and the term, let's 
say, «monema» (the term «image», belonging to the pseudo-inquiries 
philosophical ideas of old cinema, now seems to be a real archaism). 

c) It is probably wrong to talk about cinema: it would be more accurate to 
talk about "audiovisual technology", therefore also including television. 
Furthermore, the word "cinema" tends to be confused with the 
cinematographic work (and up until now cinematographic works have made 
up "cinema", indiscriminately united by a predominantly "narrative" 
character, of "prose": from now on this will no longer be the case. Cinema 
begins to articulate itself, to separate itself into various special jargons). 

d) The ambition to identify the characteristics of a cinematic language, 
understood precisely as a language, arises from a Saussurian matrix and 
context, but, at the same time, is scandalous compared to Saussurian 
linguistics. It 1s evidently required to broaden and modify the notion of 


language (just as the presence of machines forces the notion of life in 
cybernetics to broaden and modify). 

e) The advent of audiovisual techniques, as languages, or at least, as 
expressive or artistic languages, undermines the idea that probably each of 
us, out of habit, had of an identification between poetry - or message - and 
language. Probably, however - as audiovisual techniques brutally lead us to 
think - every poem is translingual. It is an action "deposited" in a system of 
symbols, as in a vehicle, which becomes an action again in the recipient, 
those symbols being nothing more than Pavlov's bells. 

From this inevitably derives the idea - born precisely from cinema, that is 
from the study of the ways that cinema reproduces reality - that reality is, 
ultimately, nothing other than cinema in nature. Cinema, I mean, not as a 
stylistic convention, that is, basically as silent cinema, but cinema as an 
audiovisual technique. 

Therefore, if reality is nothing but cinema in nature, it follows that the 
first and main human language can be considered action itself: as a 
relationship of mutual representation with others and with physical reality. 

I am well aware of the special type of irrationalism that the word "action" 
always brings with it, inevitably, in philosophy: however, it is a fact that 
this imposes itself in the modern world, and we cannot ignore it. We cannot 
escape the violence exercised on us by a society which, taking technology 
as its philosophy, tends to become increasingly rigidly pragmatic, to 
identify words with things and actions, to recognize "languages par 
excellence" as "languages par excellence". infrastructure languages" etc. In 
short, we cannot ignore the phenomenon of a kind of disempowerment of 
the word, linked to the deterioration of the humanistic languages of the 
elites, which have been, until now, the guiding languages. 

Human action in reality, therefore, as the first and main language of men. 
For example, the linguistic remains of prehistoric man are modifications of 
reality, due to the actions of necessity: it is in such actions that that man 
expressed himself. Changes in social structures, with their cultural 
consequences etc., are the language with which revolutionaries express 
themselves. Lenin, in a certain way, left behind a great poem of action. 

Written-spoken languages are nothing but an integration of this first 
language: I have the first information about a man from the language of his 
physiognomy, his behaviour, his customs, his rituality, his bodily technique, 


his action, and also, finally, by its written-spoken language. This is how 
reality is reproduced by cinema. 

f) There is no one who does not see, at this point, how the semiology of 
the language of human action - treacherously described here - would then 
become the most concrete of possible philosophies. And there is no one 
who does not see, consequently, how much in common a similar 
philosophy, due to a _ semiological description, would have with 
phenomenology: with Husserl's method, perhaps along the Sartrean 
existentialist line. If it is not a story that the subject of phenomenological 
philosophy is "I in flesh and blood", that is, it is I who deciphers the 
language of human action or reality as representation. 

g) The thesis expressed in these pages is that there is a real audiovisual 
«langue» of cinema, and that it is therefore possible to describe or outline a 
grammar for it (certainly not — for my part — normative!). But it was an 
essay by Christian Metz: «Le cinéma: langue ou __ langage?» 
(«Communications», n. 4), which forces me to review, rethink and reject 
many points of my thesis. 

The disagreement between Metz and me appears to be profound, but 
perhaps not irreconcilable: perhaps conciliation is possible in the frank 
terrain offered by the notion of «discours» provided by Buyssens, «Les 
langages e le discours», which I find cited by Metz but which I have not yet 
had the opportunity to read directly: perhaps the "substance" of which he 
speaks has something in common with the "language of action, or of reality 
itself" which I mentioned above: and which therefore presents itself as 
"something linguistic" which however is neither "langue" nor "parole". And 
Metz himself, in a note to this hypothesis by Buyssens, exclaims: «Langue, 
discours, parole: a whole program!» Furthermore, in order to abandon his 
rigid definition of cinema as a simple "langage d'art", Metz could make the 
effort to consider cinema as an enormous deposit of "written language" of 
which the oral correspondent has dissolved: "written language" composed 
mainly of narrative, poetry and documentary non-fiction texts. On this 
archaeological material, just because it is composed of simple texts of 
"langages d'art", should we perhaps immediately resign ourselves to not 
hypothesizing a possible "langue"? 


II 


Therefore my crude grammatical scheme was born, by crisis and 
negatively, from reading the splendid essay by Christian Metz who, by 
defining cinema as a language, and not a language, believes it possible to 
make it a semiological description, and not a grammar. 

The points I would like to discuss about Metz's theory seem to me to be 
the following: 

I) Metz dismantles the previous linguistic theories of cinema, not 
properly identifying the fact that they were above all and partly 
unconsciously stylistic theories: that their code was not linguistic but 
prosodic. And that in any case many aspects of cinematographic 
communication, given the particular circumstances in which cinema was 
born (we repeat that cinema is only a "written" language) are of prosodic- 
stylistic derivation. (Which also often happens due to linguistic convention: 
many expressive modes enter the code, losing their initial expressiveness 
etc. etc. and therefore becoming conventional processes.) 

II) Metz speaks of an «impression of reality» as a characteristic of 
cinematographic communication. I would not say that it is an "impression 
of reality", but of "reality" tout court - as we will see better later. 

III) Metz uses Martinet, rightly so, to demonstrate that cinema cannot be 
a language. In fact, Martinet says that there can be no language where the 
phenomenon of "double articulation" does not occur. But I have two 
objections to this: first and foremost, that (as I said in the preamble) it 1s 
necessary to broaden and perhaps revolutionize our notion of language, and 
to be ready to accept perhaps even the scandalous existence of a language 
without double jointed; second, that it is not true, then, that this second 
articulation does not exist in cinema. A form of second articulation also 
occurs in cinema: and this is, I believe, the most relevant point of my report. 

But here's what I mean by saying that cinema also has a "second 
articulation". 

It is not true that the minimum unit of cinema is the image, when by 
image we mean that "glance" which is the shot: or in short what is seen with 
the eyes through the lens. Everyone — Metz and I included, have always 


believed this. Instead: the minimal unit of cinematographic language is the 
various real objects that make up a shot. 

I believe that a shot composed of a single object cannot exist: because 
there is no object, in nature, composed only of itself, and which is not 
further divisible or decomposable, or which at least does not present 
different "forms" of itself . 

However detailed the shot is, it is always composed of various objects or 
shapes or real acts. 

If I frame a close-up of a man speaking, and behind it I glimpse some 
books, a blackboard, a piece of geographical map, etc., I cannot say that this 
shot is the minimum unit of my cinematographic discourse: because if I 
exclude or one or another of the real objects in the frame, I change the 
frame as significant. 

Now, I can certainly, if I want, change the framing. However, I cannot 
change the objects that compose it, because they are objects of reality. I can 
exclude them or include them, that's all. But whether I include them or 
exclude them, I have an absolutely particular and conditioning relationship 
with them. Scandalous from a linguistic point of view. Because in the 
language I am using to frame this "man who speaks" - the language of 
cinema - reality, in its particular real objects and forms, remains, it is a very 
moment of that language. 

Claiming to express ourselves cinematically without using objects, 
forms, acts of reality, including and incorporating them into our language, 
would be just as absurd and inconceivable as claiming to express ourselves 
linguistically without using consonants and vowels, that is, phonemes (the 
materials of second articulation). 

The moneme "teacher" cannot ignore the m, the a, the e, the s, and in 
short all the phonemes that compose it: just like my shot of the teacher, it 
cannot ignore the teacher's face, the blackboard , from the books, from the 
piece of geographical map etc., which compose it. 

We can call all permanent objects, forms or acts of reality within the 
cinematographic image, with the name of "cinemi", by analogy precisely to 
"phonemes". 

The phonemes of a language are few, around twenty in the main 
European languages. They are obligatory, we have no other choices: we can 
at most try to learn phonemes that are foreign to us and sound barbaric to us 


- pharyngeal fricatives, glottals, clicks, etc. etc. — but we would only 
slightly widen our possibilities of choice. 

The cinemas have this same obligatory characteristic: we can only 
choose the cinemas that exist, that is, the objects, forms and acts of reality 
that we grasp with the senses. 

Unlike phonemes, however, which are few, cinémes are infinite, or at 
least innumerable. But this is not a qualitatively relevant difference. In fact, 
just as words or monemes are composed of phonemes, and this composition 
constitutes the double articulation of the language, so the monemes of 
cinema - the shots - are composed of cinémes. The possibility of 
composition is equally varied for phonemes and cinémes (I point out that 
the possibilities for composition of linguistic monemes could be infinitely 
greater in number than they actually are). 

The main characteristic of phonemes is their untranslatability: that is, 
their brutality and natural indifference. Even an object of reality, as cinema, 
in itself, is untranslatable, that is, a brute piece of reality. This is a different 
type of untranslatability, certainly less categorical. And this is, perhaps, the 
weak or questionable point of my theory. But all in all, however, it seems to 
me that even if the cinemes - the ultimate data of the cinematographic 
language, those corresponding to the phonemes of the language - have 
characteristics which are different in themselves from those of the 
phonemes, it nevertheless seems to me that the double articulation is so 
ensured to the language of cinema. (If this is even needed.) 

I must add one more thing, however: 

The language of cinema forms a "visual continuum" or "chain of 
images": that is, it is linear, like any language, which implies a succession - 
which necessarily takes place over time - of monemes and cinémes. For 
monemes — or shots — the demonstration is obvious. For the cinémes, or 
objects and forms of reality - of which the monemes, or shots, are 
composed - it is necessary to note: it is true that they apparently appear all 
together, and not in succession to the gaze, and in short to the senses: but 
there is however a succession of perception: we physically perceive them 
together, but there is no doubt that a cybernetic graph of our perception 
would indicate a curve of succession. In the moneme that I took as an 
example, the framing of the P.P. of the master, we actually successively 
grasp the cinemas of the face, then that of the blackboard, then that of the 


books, then that of the geographical map (or in a different order): in short, it 
is an addition of real details that indicate to us that it is a master. 

We also know that the "double articulation" not only guarantees the 
economy of the language, but also guarantees its stability. But cinema does 
not need a similar process of collective stabilization in indicating an object, 
because it uses the object itself as part of the signifier: with this therefore 
the "value of the signified" is definitively guaranteed! 

We still know - still following in the footsteps of Martinet - that each 
language has its own particular articulation, and that consequently "the 
words of one language do not have exact equivalents in another". But does 
this perhaps contradict the notion of cinematic language? No, not at all: 
because cinema is an international or universal language, unique to whoever 
uses it. There is therefore no physical possibility of comparing the language 
of cinema with another language of cinema. 

Still paraphrasing Martinet, who represents the final and defining 
moment of Saussurean linguistics, we could therefore conclude these first 
notes with the following definition of the language of cinema: «The 
language of cinema is a communication tool according to which it is 
analyzed - in a identical in the different communities - the human 
experience, in units reproducing the semantic content and equipped with an 
audiovisual expression, the monemes (or shots); the audiovisual expression 
is in turn divided into distinctive and successive units, the cinémi, or 
objects, forms and acts of reality, which remain, reproduced in the linguistic 
system - which are discrete, unlimited, and unique for all men at any 
nationality these belong to." 

From this it follows (again paraphrasing Martinet) that: 1) The language 
of cinema is a doubly articulated communication tool and equipped with a 
manifestation consisting in the audiovisual reproduction of reality; 2) The 
language of cinema is unique and universal, and therefore comparisons with 
other languages have no reason to exist: its arbitrariness and 
conventionality concerns only itself. 


Il 


Before jotting down the page of my grammatical scheme of the language 
of cinema, I must therefore reiterate what I have at times or implicitly said 
above, stating it in more definitive and violent terms. 

It is well known that what we call language, in general, is made up of an 
oral language and a written language. They are two very different facts: the 
first is natural, and, I would like to say, existential. It has the mouth as a 
means of communication and the ear as a means of perception: the channel 
is therefore mouth-ear. Unlike written language, oral language takes us back 
without interruption of historical continuity to the origins, to the moment in 
which this oral language was nothing but a "cry", or the language of 
biological needs, or better yet, of conditioned reflexes. There is a permanent 
moment of oral language that remains so. Oral language is thus a "static 
continuum", like nature - that is, outside of historical evolution. There is a 
moment of our oral communication which is therefore purely natural. 

Written language is a convention that establishes this oral language, and 
replaces the mouth-ear channel with the graphic reproduction-eye channel. 

Well, even "cinema" can claim a similar dichotomy, strangely - and 
perhaps some will think madly - analogous to this one. 

To make myself understood I must refer to the statement (see above) that 
there is first of all a language of action (which we say by semiological 
analogy with the expressions "language of fashion", "language of flowers" 
etc. etc. ): I talked about an action poem about Lenin... Well, perhaps driven 
by the wave of empiricism on the one hand, and moralism, on the other, 
which are sweeping the world in recent years, I want to insist on this point. 

The first language of men therefore seems to me to be their actions. The 
written-spoken language is merely an integration and a means of this action. 
Even the maximum detachment of language from this human action - that 
is, the purely expressive moment of language - poetry - is in turn nothing 
but a new form of action: 1f, at the moment in which the reader listens to it 
or reads it, in short, he perceives it, frees it again from linguistic convention 
and recreates it as a dynamic of feelings, affections, passions, ideas: he 
reduces it to an audiovisual entity, i.e. reproduction of reality, action - and 
so the circle closes. 


What needs to be done therefore is the semiology of the language of 
action or of reality tout court. That is to broaden the horizon of semiology 
and linguistics so much that you lose your mind at the mere thought of it or 
smile ironically, as it is right for professionals to do. But I said from the 
beginning that this linguistic research of cinema matters to me, more than in 
itself, for the philosophical implications it requires (perhaps even if I see 
them not as a philosopher, but as a poet impatient for his specific work... ). 

In reality we make cinema by living, that is, by practically existing, that 
is by acting. The whole of life, in the complex of its actions, is a natural and 
living cinema: in this, it is linguistically the equivalent of oral language in 
its natural or biological moment. 

By living, therefore, we represent ourselves, and we witness the 
representation of others. The reality of the human world is nothing other 
than this double representation, in which we are actors and spectators at the 
same time: a gigantic happening, if you like. 

And just as we, linguistically, think - among ourselves, in silence, with 
words that are, so to speak, shorthand, crude and extremely fast, and also 
extremely expressive although inarticulate - so we also have the possibility, 
internal to us, of sketching out a cinematic monologue: the processes of 
dreams and memory, both involuntary and, above all, voluntary, are 
primordial patterns of a cinematic language, understood as a conventional 
reproduction of reality. When we remember, we project small, interrupted, 
contorted or lucid sequences of a film inside our head. 

Now these archetypes of reproduction of the language of action, or of 
reality tout court (which is always action), have materialized in a 
mechanical and common medium, the cinema. It is therefore nothing but 
the "written" moment of a natural and total language, which is action in 
reality. In short, the possible and not better defined "language of action" has 
found a means of mechanical reproduction, similar to the convention of 
written language compared to oral language. 

I don't know if there is something monstrous, irrationalistic and 
pragmatic in my referring to a "total language of action", of which written- 
spoken languages are merely an integration, as an instrumental symbol of it: 
and of which instead the cinematic language would be the written or 
reproduced equivalent, which would respect its totality, it is true, but also 
the ontological mystery, natural indifferentiation, etc.: a kind of 
reproductive memory without interpretation. Of course, it may be that I am 


obeying a delusional necessity of the contemporary world, which tends 
precisely to remove expressiveness and philosophicality from the language 
itself, and to dethrone from the linguistic guide the languages of the 
superstructures to place in their place those of the poor, conventional and 
practical infrastructures. : yes, pure and simple integration of living action! 
But anyway, these things came to mind, and I need to say them. From 
Lenin's great action poem, to the small page of action prose of a Fiat 
employee or a ministry, life is undoubtedly moving away from classical 
humanistic ideals and getting lost in pragma. Cinema (along with other 
audiovisual techniques) seems to be the written language of this pragma. 
But it 1s perhaps also its salvation, precisely because it expresses it - and 
expresses it from within itself: producing itself from it and reproducing it. 

But enough, and let's get to the outline of my grammatical scheme. 

(Please note that this grammatical scheme is to a grammar as the two 
pages of the index, with the titles of the chapters, are to it.) 


IV 


The foundation and determination of cinematographic grammar is the 
fact that the minimal units of Cinelingua are the objects, forms and acts of 
reality, reproduced and becoming a stable and fundamental element of the 
signifier. 

This persistence, through mechanical reproduction, of reality in the 
language of cinema - rather than becoming, as in written-spoken language, 
merely symbolic - gives this language a very particular constitution. 

The written-spoken language is not a cast and it is not a nomenclature: 
however I believe we can say, without horror of linguists, that it, in its 
morphological, grammatical and syntactic ways, 1s, so to speak, parallel to 
the reality it expresses. That is, the grammatical chain of signifiers is 
parallel to the series of meanings. Its linearity is the linearity through which 
we perceive reality itself. 

A graph of the grammatical modes of the written-spoken language could 
therefore be a horizontal line, parallel to the line of reality - or the world to 
be signified, or tout court, with a bold neologism, Signifying (a word with 
which it would be so right to always indicate, humbly, the Reality). 

Instead: the graph of the grammatical modes of the language of cinema 
could be a vertical line: a line, that is, that draws on the Signifying, 
continuously assumes it, incorporating it into itself through its immanence 
in the mechanical audiovisual reproduction. 

What does the grammar of Cinelingua find in reality? It fishes out its 
minimal units, the units of the second articulation: the objects, the forms, 
the acts of reality, which we have called «cinemi». After having fished them 
out, he retains them within himself, encapsulating them in his units of first 
articulation, the monemes, 1.e. the shots. 

In this vertical axis drawn from reality, which is the grammar of 
Cinelingua, we will distinguish the following four modes: I) Modes of 
orthography or reproduction; II) Ways of substantivation; III) Ways of 
qualification; IV) Verbalization or syntactic modes. 

These four moments of grammar are, of course, only ideally successive. 


I. Modes of reproduction (or orthographic). 


They consist of that series of techniques - which are acquired in the 
apprenticeship - aimed at reproducing reality: knowledge of the camera, the 
effects of the shot, lighting problems, etc.; practice, moreover, in the 
composition of profilmic material. (In this regard I would like to remind 
you that the analogy of cinema with the figurative arts has always been an 
equivocal notion. The composition of the world, in solids and voids etc. in 
front of the camera, has some analogy with painting only in the sense that 
both cinema and painting "reproduce" reality, with their own means. And 
this reproduction of reality gives cinema - and perhaps also painting - the 
characteristic of that abnormal and particular language which is a language 
only written "the written language of action". There are therefore some 
elements - let's call them compositional - which are in the matrix of both 
cinema and painting: it is to those that cinema refers - only indirectly, 
therefore, and by stylistic decision of the author, through the experiences 
already made of painting.) In addition to the rules of cinematographic 
recording, the rules of sound recording are part of the spelling methods. 
Since the reproduction of reality, essential to obtain the units of second 
articulation, is an audiovisual reproduction. (It therefore does not seem right 
to me, in any way, that true cinema is silent cinema. If anything, it is the 
true form of the art film, it still belongs to the history of the stylistics of 
cinema; and it is not surprising that the abandonment of silent film caused 
so much pain to the authors. In fact, it was a sort of meter, of highly 
limiting prosody, and, precisely as such, highly fantastic. The silent film can 
therefore still remain a stylistic "choice" of the author who loves a strong 
and obsessive selectivity of the prosodic field.) 


II. Ways of substantivation. 


I call this moment of grammar substantivation, by analogy with the 
"nouns" of the language. In reality the name is not exact, and another one 
would have to be invented. The shots, or monemes, can represent objects, 
forms or acts of reality, that is, immobile or moving reality, detailed or 
indistinct reality, etc. etc.: however as a frame, it always has the same 
characteristic of creating, with the units of second articulation, a moneme. 
This moneme is in itself a noun, adjective or verb — according to our habits 
— together. However, as we will see, adjectivation and verbalization 
intervene on the moneme at a later moment: its first moment is that of being 


simply moneme, 1.e. word, tout court, which, due to its particular nature, 
due to being composed of objects, is predominantly noun. 

I believe that two phases must be distinguished in the "ways of 
substantivation": 

1) Limitation of second articulation units, i.e. cinemas. This means that 
those who speak cinematically must always make a choice from the 
unlimited objects, forms and acts of reality, depending on what they want to 
say. In short, it must first of all try to make the list of cinemas a closed list. 
This will never be possible, and therefore only a relative closure, or a 
tendency towards closure, will be achieved. From this, regularly, derives an 
"open list" of the units of first articulation, or cinematographic monemes 
(shots): these could therefore be infinite. But the preventive or potential 
limitation of cinemas will ensure that, so to speak, the "infinitude" of 
cinematographic words finds a limit precisely in the units of second 
articulation that constitute them: a limitation of which therefore produces, at 
the same time, a "open list" of monemes, and their tendency towards at least 
a particular and transitory form of monosemy. Example: I want to describe 
a school. Here I immediately make a limitation of the infinite things of 
reality: a choice of such things within the school environment. The shot of 
the teacher with the blackboard, paper, etc. behind him. it is a moneme, 
which presents itself as basically monosemous: a teacher. In short, while the 
"nature" of phonemes is within us, a subjective fact of the speaker - that 1s, 
of his body - the "nature" of cinemas is in reality outside of us, in the social 
and physical world. It retains the ineliminable characteristics of this reality. 
By this I mean that if cinema, as a lexicon, i.e. as a series of monemes (and 
semanthems and morphemes) is a unique and universal language, always as 
a lexicon, it is ethnically and historically differentiated. I will not find a 
burnus among the cinema-objects of the Western world. I will find it instead 
in the East. Hence the replacement of national language differences with 
ethnic-historical variants. 

2) The constitution, with an always transitory character, of a series of 
nouns, isoipsis, in their moment of pure and simple framing, understood as 
a set of cinemas, and not taken into consideration in its values of quality, 
duration, opposition and of rhythm. The shot, as a pure and simple set of 
cinemas, is therefore a word of a substantive nature, not qualified, nor 
related to the rest of the discourse through syntactic (or editing) links. 


Conceived in this way, the noun framing or moneme corresponds to what 
in written-spoken languages is called a relative clause. In short, each shot 
represents "something that is": a teacher teaching, pupils listening, horses 
running, a boy smiling, a woman watching, etc. etc. or simply: an object 
that is there. This series of relative clauses formed by a single moneme is 
the so-called "material" of the film. Such monemes-relative clauses, as a 
lexical collection, are ideally fixed: if the camera captures them in motion 
they must be considered as many as the ideal shots from which the camera 
movement is formed. 

Finally, let it be clear that there is no coincidence between "moneme" and 
shot: a shot is very often a sequence shot, albeit minimal, in which two or 
more monemes, or relative clauses, accumulate. 

The first form of syntax - that is, technically, montage - therefore occurs 
within the frame, through the accumulation of relative coordinates. 


IH. Ways of qualification. 


Even in the ways of qualification, various phases can be distinguished 
(not chronological, of course). The ways of qualification serve, as the word 
says, to qualify the nouns collected in the way described above, and they 
are indeed different. 


1) Profilmic qualification. This is mostly used in narrative (i.e. non- 
documentary) films. It consists in the pure and simple exploitation, or 
transformation, of the reality to be reproduced. That is, in the "makeup" of 
objects and people. In the example already used, if the teacher is too young, 
while he must be old, he is made up with white hair etc. If the shot does not 
seem communicative enough to the director - to be that noun-relative clause 
that he wants to collect - objects are made to move (for example, the 
blackboard, in the usual shot taken as an example, is not seen enough? Well 
it comes hanging lower etc.). However, the profilmic qualification tends to 
belong more to the prosody and stylistics of the film than to the grammar. 


2) Film qualification. This qualification of the noun-relative clause in 
which the cinematographic moneme consists, is obtained through the use of 
the camera, and has well-known characteristics. 

The choices of lenses with which to shoot that set of real units that is the 
shot are filmic qualifications. 


The filmic qualification is the distance of the objective from the set of 
real units that must be framed: that is, the definitions PP.P., P.P., M.F., F.I., 
Total etc. they are technical definitions of the qualification. 

Let's continue with the example of the teacher: with the methods of 
substantivation we have made a choice of objects, forms and acts of reality, 
which, framed together, that is, having become monema, form the noun- 
relative clause: "a teacher who teaches". With the qualification described 
above, we can therefore have "a master who teaches laughing" or "a master 
who teaches angrily" (profilmic qualification), and "a master who teaches 
closely", "a master who teaches from afar", "a teacher who teaches 
something unexpected" etc. (film qualification). 

It remains to be said that filmic qualification can be active or passive. It 
is active when it is the camera that moves or in any case prevails (for 
example: a zoom "on the teacher who teaches", or a tracking shot on the 
"teacher who teaches"). It is passive when the camera is still and cannot be 
heard, while the object of reality moves (for example: the camera stops on 
the teacher who approaches and moves away while teaching). Naturally, 
there is also a "deponent" qualification when the movement of the machine 
and the movement of the object of reality cancel each other out or in any 
case have equal value. 

At this point I would like one fact to be clear. Activity and passivity refer 
to the reproduced reality. That is, if on the P.P. of the master who moves, the 
camera is fixed, the qualification is active because it is the master who acts: 
if instead on the P.P. of the master moves the car — approaching, moving 
away, panning etc. — then the filmic qualification is passive, because this 
time the master submits to the camera. 

If active qualification predominates, the film has a realistic tendency, 
because in it it is reality that acts, which implies a trust on the part of the 
author in the objectivity of reality (see John Ford). 

If instead the passive qualification predominates, the film is lyrical- 
subjective, because in it it is the author, with his style, who acts, which 
implies on his part a subjective vision of reality (see Godard). 


IV. Verbalization (or syntactic) modes. 


The technical definition of these modes is "montage". 


But this time too we must distinguish two types or two phases of 
assembly. 


1) Denotative montage. 

It consists of a series of attacks, elliptical in nature, between various 
shots or monemes, giving them first of all a "duration" and then a 
concatenation whose purpose is the communication of an articulated 
discourse. In short, it is the syntactic moment: coordination and 
subordination. 

The first effect of this "denotative" or purely syntactic editing is that the 
monemes lose their first phase characteristic, that of being nouns-relative 
clauses, and become tout court the typical monemes of the film, with the 
relative qualification. 

Since the unique and fundamental characteristic of montage is to 
establish a relationship of opposition, it is precisely through this 
relationship of opposition that it fulfills its syntactic function. 

In fact, the denotative montage puts the two shots in opposition, 
juxtaposing them by ellipses: "the teacher teaching", the "pupils listening", 
etc. But it is precisely in this relationship of opposition that the syntax is 
born, that is, finally, the phrase "the teacher teaches the pupils". 

This series of "oppositions", which is very simple after all, therefore 
requires a type of syntax that we can call additional (since it is opposed to 
the accumulative one, which we said occurs when the "relatives" 
accumulate within the same frame, understood as a albeit minimal sequence 
shot). 

These additions are what editing technicians call "attachments"; that 1s, 
they attach one shot to another, establishing its duration. The result is a 
series of propositions or "set of propositions" which could better be called 
"syntactic complements", since they are precisely between the proposition 
and the complement. 

I'll give an example: I have two frames or monemes: the relative clauses 
"the teacher watching" and "the pupils watching". If I add the second to the 
first, the proposition «the pupils watching» becomes the direct object and I 
therefore have the discourse «the teacher watching the pupils». 

From this example it is quite clear that the syntax of cinema 1s a fortiori 
progressive. It forms "series" of propositions, or rather of syntactic 
complements: this series, successive due to a succession of additions, is, in 


fact, progressive, because for example. if I put the object-complement 
proposition first, the overall meaning changes ("the pupils looking at the 
teacher"). The special syntax of cinema is therefore a rough linear and 
progressive series: everything in language that is parenthesis, change of 
tone, melodic line, cursus, etc. it is fulfilled, in cinema as an expressive 
language — as we will see — by the rhythms, that is, by the reciprocal 
relationships of the durations of the propositions. 


2) Rhythmic (or connotative) editing. 

It is difficult to establish the real relationship between denotative editing 
and rhythmic or connotative editing: up to a certain limit they coincide. 
From a certain limit onwards, rhythmic editing would seem to be typical of 
an expressiveness to be contrasted with pure and simple denotation. 

Rhythmic editing defines the durations of the shots, in themselves and in 
relation to the other shots in the context. 

The "duration" established by the rhythmic montage is therefore first and 
foremost a further qualification. In fact, if I stop on the shot of the "teacher 
who teaches" only for the time necessary to perceive it, the qualification is 
profilmic, if I stop more, or less, than necessary, the qualification becomes, 
however, expressive, if I stop much longer or much less than necessary, the 
qualification becomes active filmic, that is, it makes one feel the presence 
of that camera which, while framing, could also have been still. Its presence 
is felt precisely in the irregularity of the duration of the shot itself. 

However, when the "duration" is not considered in itself, but in relation 
to the other shots of the film, then we enter the real field of rhythmic 
editing. 

Even in the most aridly communicative and inexpressive film - that is, in 
the most potentially instrumental Cinelingua - there is the presence of a 
rhythm, which arises from the duration relationships of the various shots 
between them, and from the duration of the entire film. Rhythm, as a pure 
and simple relationship of duration between the various shots, is necessary 
for the film's more prosaic and practical communication. 

The "rhythmeme" therefore takes on a particular value in the language of 
cinema, both in communicative editing and in rhythmic editing taken to the 
limit of expression. In the latter case it becomes the main rhetorical figure 
of cinema, whereas in literature it appears secondary or at least second rate. 


V 


Of course, considering cinema as undifferentiated "words", without those 
complexities that real "paroles" have, specific jargons, dialects, technical 
languages, literary languages, with their subspecies formed for example. 
from the languages of prose and the languages of poetry etc. etc., it is 
difficult to differentiate this «parole» from at least a potential «langue». 
And it seems to me that this 1s precisely what pushes Metz to see either a 
"word" or a "language" in the film, that is, to believe that it is possible for 
the film to have either a stylistics or a semiology: not a grammar. 

The indifferentiation of the various cinematographic "paroles" has been a 
fact - but not peremptory, to be honest, and not objectively ascertainable - 
until today. But for some years this differentiation has been taking place. At 
least a "language of prose" is emerging (differentiated into the language of 
narrative prose, and the language of essay-documentary prose - "cinema 
verité", etc.), and a "language of poetry". It is precisely the possibility of 
speaking grammatically with absolute indifference, with the same identical 
terms, about two products on which stylistic discourse must instead resort 
to different definitions - in short about two facts as differentiated as prose 
cinema and poetry cinema. , — which seems to me to confirm the validity of 
my thesis of a cinematic «langue» as a code that can be codified beyond the 
concrete presence of the different types of cinematic messages. 

I want to take two small exceptions from a prose film and a poetry film: 
and analyze them. We will see that stylistic analysis can use different and 
opposite words and terms, while grammatical analysis uses the exact same 
terminology. 

As well as the stylistic examination of a piece of poetry, classical or 
modern, and of a piece of non-fiction or fiction: however different the 
stylistic features are (and extravagant to the point of impossible certain 
stylistic features of contemporary poetry), the terms noun, adjective , verb, 
coordination, subordination etc. they will sound indifferently for the 
grammatical analysis of prose and poetry. A sure sign of the presence of the 
linguistic code underlying the messages, and their abstraction. 

Let's move on to the screening of two short sequences, the prose one 
from «Time stopped» by Ermanno Olmi, and the poetry one from «Before 


the revolution» by Bernardo Bertolucci. 

Well, Olmi's film is a "prose" film, Bertolucci's film is a "poetry" film. 

Let's take the beginning of Olmi's film, a short section. 

I don't yet know with what habits one can carry out the grammatical and 
syntactical analysis of a film, but, according to what I have explained, I will 
try to carry out an experiment that is as necessarily generic as it is typical. 

In the meantime, let's see together the first 11 shots of the film. 

As I was saying, the "grammar" of cinema is a vertical grammar: it 
always ideally draws on reality. Let us therefore follow this vertical line 
step by step, keeping in mind that the succession is only ideal (just as when 
a student first analyzes a grammatical sentence, then the logical analysis 
and then the analysis of the sentence). 


I Framing. (307) 
Ways of substantivation. 


a) First phase (or limitation of second articulation units). I will only deal 
with this first phase by analyzing the first two shots, because then, 
evidently, the operation will be the same throughout the film. It is, 
moreover, very simple: the «closed list» of cinemas consists in the 
reduction of the world to be reproduced to the world of objects, forms and 
acts of a small dam in the Alps. These objects, forms and acts of reality are 
therefore highly technicalized and particularised: they belong to unique 
families, to series. The monemes that are made up of these units of second 
articulation therefore strongly tend towards a sort of monosemic 
potentiality. 

b) Film qualification. Short sequence shot: the camera movements 
consist of a dolly backwards "to reveal" the two men playing, and a pan to 
follow the winner who goes to get the book. It is therefore an active 
qualification (when the machine is fixed) and a deponent (when the 
movement of the machine functionally coincides with a movement of the 
character). There is a single passive moment, and it is the backward 
carriage that discovers the two. (We will see that it is the only act of passive 
qualification of the entire sequence and perhaps of the entire film.) 


Verbalization (or syntactic) modes. 


It is, I repeat, a sequence plan, that is, a "period" formed by the 
accumulation of 4 relatives. It ends with a fondu, that is, with a pause that 
concludes it. 


II Shot. (Total. 15”) 
Ways of substantivation. 


Three accumulated monemes: «A man who turns off the lights in the 
room, who goes out and who closes the door» (here - we note it, for the first 
phase - we have the addition of a new cinema, a pile of snow in front of the 
window, capable of semi-limiting what we have seen so far to a mountain 
environment, etc.). 


Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: zero, c.s. 

Film qualification: fixed total, active. (However, the fact that the camera 
is placed outside, and frames through the window, makes it possible to hear 
it. I did not contemplate such a case in my sketch. It creates the possibility 
of a series of exceptions, so a fixed camera is not always necessarily an 
active qualification operation.) 


Syntactic modes. 


This time too we have a rapid sequence shot formed by the accumulation 
of three coordinated relative clauses. This time too, this sequence shot is 
concluded by the long fondu pause. 


Ill Shot. (Overall of the mountains. 21’’) 
Ways of substantivation. 

“Mountains rising against the sky.” 
Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification. Zero, c.s.: the adjectives are those of reality itself. 


Film qualification. Pan. on the immobile mountains: therefore passive 
qualification. 


Syntactic modes. 


Regular addition with the following moneme, to create a relationship of 
syntactic unity (making the total of the mountains something like a 
complement of place or time, or a temporal proposition - so to speak). 

From here begins a long period that unites the following 6 shots (from IV 
to IX), always through the same type of addition, which, being identical, I 
will not analyze one by one. For all of them, in fact: the substantivation 
consists in the relative "our man who passes by", the profilmic qualification 
is zero, and the filmic one is entirely active (the camera is in fact always 
fixed and cannot be heard; only its angles are heard - in truth). Even the 
syntactic additions are all the same and regular (the man leaves the frame, 
leaving the frame empty; another empty frame is added to this, where the 
man re-enters the frame). 


X Shot. (Fixed total. 19’’) 


Here the period ends, making this total a sort of syntactic complement of 
place: the appearance of the shack as the destination of the six previous 
"passages". 


Ways of substantivation. 


«Our man who arrives at the cabin, who puts his skis there, who touches 
an object next to the door.» 


Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification, as usual, zero. 

Active filmic qualification (a long fixed shot, which constitutes a short 
sequence shot in which the three or four relative ones we have mentioned 
accumulate). 


Syntactic modes. 


Regular addition with the previous moneme, and ditto on the following, 
which is the same as our man in F.I. 


XI Shot. (FI. 11”) 

Ways of substantivation. 

«Our guy who takes a bin, who opens the door and comes in.» 
Ways of qualification. 


Zero profilic qualification. 
Film qualification: fixed shot on the F.I. (activate) then pan. on the FI. 
who goes to get the bin (deponent). 


Syntactic modes. 


Regular addition, within the continuity of the action, with the previous 
and following moneme. 


Let us now make some considerations on this necessarily approximate 
and crude analysis. 

The first phase of the modes of substantivation gives Olmi's language a 
strong particularistic color and ensures it - given the profound selectivity - a 
certain monosemic potential. On the second phase of substantivation, 1.e. 
the collection of monemes-relative clauses, there is nothing to observe 
because this operation is identical and undifferentiated for all films. On the 
qualification, however, the discussion is important, and very precise 
stylistic conclusions can be drawn (and finally, I believe, also documented 
terminologically). The profilmic qualification, in fact, does not exist: what 
does this mean? That we are faced with a documentary, and that therefore 
the author has not rigged reality in any way, has not qualified it, neither in 
inert objects nor in living objects (like the actor): he has left 1t intact. The 
filmic qualification, then, is entirely active or depositive (there is only one 
case, but a very slight one, and perhaps questionable, of passivity). Which 
means you can't hear the camera, and what matters is the real action. And 
this in turn implies Olmi's strong faith in reality, his conviction of an 
objective existence of reality (of which the camera is in function and at the 


service): according to Olmi one must therefore feel the real action, not the 
camera that reproduces it. The syntactic modes are all extremely 
communicative or informative: the durations that the editing assigns to the 
individual shots are exact, their register is appropriately slow; as for the 
syntactic additions between moneme and moneme they are all perfectly 
regular (field entries and exits, approaches on the same axis and in 
movement, etc., etc.). Furthermore, there is a lot of syntax for the 
accumulation of short sequence plans. Therefore, a rhythmic expressiveness 
never predominates over the rhythm that necessarily arises from the 
denotative montage. There are no leaks or stagnations. Even the two curious 
initial fondu do not appear abnormal. They indicate only a deliberate 
slowness of the pace of real time, not a violation of that pace. 


Let's now look at the 13 shots of a small sequence from Bertolucci's film. 
I Framing. (Total, 10.63 m) 
Ways of substantivation. 


a) First phase: also in Bertolucci as in Olmi the circumscription of the 
units of second articulation is strongly particularizing: the series of objects, 
tending to form the closed list of cinemas belongs to the city environment 
of Parma and its bourgeois interiors. Each moneme that is composed of it 
therefore has a strong monosemic tendency, here too. 

b) Specifically for this shot, the monemes-relative clauses collected and 
coordinated by accumulation are: «the heroine who enters the room, who 
turns on the light, who puts her bag on the bed, who takes off her coat». 


Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: the expressive intensity of the actress who mimes 
a neurotic attack (as we will see later). 

Film qualification. Fixed (active) shot with a small lens, tending to be 
one-shot, i.e. to accumulate monemes by coordination. 


Syntactic modes. 


The attack on the following shot occurs through illogical addition, not 
regularly progressive. 


II Shot. (Bed, 3.60 m) 

Ways of substantivation. 

«Bed on which a pack of cigarettes and a lighter fall.» 
Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: zero. 
Film qualification: fixed shot (active). 


Syntactic modes. 


Illogical or jump addition with the previous moneme: ditto with the 
following moneme. With consequent passivation of the qualification (that 
is, the editing that makes the presence of the camera felt - to put it in 
simple, technical terms). 


Il Shot. (Detail, 1.51 m) 

Ways of substantivation. 

«A hand taking a photograph.» 

Ways of qualification. 

Profilmic qualification: zero. 

Film qualification: detail, with a large, fixed lens (active, but made 
passive by the further qualification due to editing, as we have seen). 


Syntactic modes. 


logical addition or by jumping with the previous shot, and so with the 
following one. 


IV Shot. (Face of the actress, 1.51 m) 


Ways of substantivation. 
«The heroine who observes...» 
Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: expressive play actress miming etc. etc. 

Film qualification: P.P. with a high, fixed objective (active, but made 
passive, as we have already seen several times, by the qualification phase of 
the editing). 

Syntactic modes. 


[logical or skipping addition with the previous moneme; logical but 
irregular addition with the following. 


V Shot. (Actress on bed, m 0.91) 

Ways of substantivation. 

«Photographs that are in a circle on the bed around the heroine.» 
Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: zero. 

Filmic qualification: F.I., excluding the head, fixed, and therefore active, 
but rendered passive as usual by the irregularity of the editing (the 
exclusion of the head). 


Syntactic modes. 


Logical but irregular addition with the previous moneme; logical addition 
according to the subjective procedure with the following. 


VI Shot. (Photographs, 7.70 m) 
Ways of substantivation. 


«Photographs that are looked at by the heroine.» 


Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: choice of "real" photographs of the actress who 
plays the heroine. 

Film qualification: Pan. circulate on the photographs, therefore passive 
(in fact they are seen by the actress). 


Syntactic modes. 


Regular addition with the previous moneme (which, according to the 
subjective procedure, makes the heroine the subject, and the photographs 
looked at the object); regular addition with the following (for continuity of 
the action). 

VII Shot. (Heroin, bed and photographs, 3.72 m) 


Ways of substantivation. 


«Heroine looking at photographs» (therefore continuation of the previous 
action). 


Ways of qualification. 

Profilmic qualification: mimetic expressiveness of the actress. 

Film qualification: F.I. of the heroine, fixed, therefore active, perhaps 
rendered passive by the qualifying phase of editing (always in the sense that 
the duration of the action is emphatic). 


Syntactic modes. 


Regular addition with the previous one, for continuation of the action; 
ditto with the following. 


VIII Shot. (Photographs, 1.59 m) 
Ways of substantivation. 


«Photographs that are looked at by the heroine.» 


Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: choice of "real" photographs of the actress 
herself. 
Film qualification: Pan. on the photographs in detail, passive. 


Syntactic modes. 

Regular logical addition, with the previous moneme, according to the 
subjective procedure; illogical and leap addition (even absurd and 
scandalous) with the following. 

IX Shot. (Total room, 4.67 m) 

Ways of substantivation. 

“Heroine moving in the bedroom.” 


Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: zero. 

Filmic qualification: fixed total, and therefore active, but made passive 
by the qualification of the editing, due to the absurdity of the addition with 
the previous moneme: therefore passive movement of pancinor on the bed. 


Syntactic modes. 

[logical or jump addition with the previous or following moneme. 
X, XI, XII Shot. (Photographs, respectively m 0.57, 0.53, 0.34) 
Ways of substantivation. 


We have three twin monemes, each of which consists of the related: "A 
photograph that is there." 


Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: "real" photographs etc., c.s. 


Filmic qualification: fixed details, and therefore active (but as usual made 
passive by the absurdity of the editing, which makes the reproducing 
presence of the camera felt). 


Syntactic modes. 


logical addition, by leap, with the previous and following moneme. (I 
want to note here immediately that, by finding the photographs on the bed, 
after they had disappeared, the "progressiveness" which is typical of 
cinematographic syntactic succession, is scandalously violated. The 
repetition of a previous action, already exhausted, seems to suggest the 
possibility of a subsequent regressive syntax: it is actually just a matter of 
going back or starting over from the beginning, and therefore of an 
iteration.) 


XII Shot. (Heroin on the bed etc., 3.70 m) 
Ways of substantivation. 

“Heroin about the photographs on the bed.” 
Ways of qualification. 


Profilmic qualification: c.s. (actress mimetic acting). 
Film qualification: F.I.; framed more closely or with a larger lens — fixed 
and therefore active, but once again made passive by the syntax of editing. 


Syntactic modes. 


Addition by leap with the previous moneme, ditto with the following 
moneme. It is the continuation of that iterated action that I mentioned 
above. 

A fondu puts an end to this iterated progressive sequence. 


Observations: the first observation to make is that all the qualification 
belongs to the first phase of denotative assembly. That is, in the act of 
cinematically qualifying his Parma monemes, Bertolucci does not make the 
camera heard in this case: so that the qualification would result in an active 


qualification, typical of an active reality, implying on the part of the author 
a faith in its objectivity, etc., if the editing did not intervene to make it 
entirely passive, that is, to make the activity of the camera felt: so that the 
presence of the author is very prevalent over the objectivity of reality. 

To further accentuate the subjectivity of the story, there is a prevarication 
of expressive editing, with its non-functional rhythms, over denotative 
editing, whose rhythms are by definition functional. In fact, if you compare 
the durations of the monemes with each other and observe them in 
themselves, you will see that they are characterized by a strong irregularity 
and asymmetry, almost arbitrary. 

Finally, as I have already pointed out, the typical succession of cinema 
syntax, which does not fit together the syntactic complements, but 
progressively aligns them, tends to be contradicted: the result is not a 
different type of syntax, to be honest; the result is rather a story of restarting 
and iteration which is absolutely irregular in the language of cinema. 

In short, if I had to reproduce, by analogy, linguistically, Bertolucci's 
piece I would have to resort to figures that are typical of poetry, while if I 
had to do the same thing for Olmi's film, I would put together a prose, even 
if a prose sweetly imbued with «poetry of things». 

It therefore seems to me, as I proposed at the beginning of this brief 
examination, to have used, in describing two very different sequences, an 
identical descriptive language: that is, the neutral and undifferentiated 
language, belonging to grammatical analysis and applicable to every code . 
I say grammatical analysis and not simply semiological analysis, because it 
seems to me much more complicated and complex than a description of 
language, and equipped with truly regular processes even if they concern a 
completely abnormal language as it is only written. If then Metz were to 
prove to me, and convince me, that I was wrong (it is a hypothesis that I 
admit without prevention or false attachments to coherence), then this 
grammatical outline of mine could be presented as a kind of technical- 
stylistic code, very singular, however , not to exhaust the linguistic 
problems of cinematographic communication. 

One fact is certain, in any case, that we need to work on these problems, 
together or alone, with competence or with anger, but we need to work. We 
must ideologicalize, we must deontologize. Audiovisual techniques are now 
a large part of our world, that is, of the world of technical neo-capitalism 
that continues, and whose tendency is to make its techniques, precisely, 


aideological and ontological; make them tacit and unrelated; make them 
habits; make them religious forms. We are secular humanists, or, at least 
non-mysologist Platonists, we must therefore fight to demystify the 
"innocence of technology", to the death. 

(1966) 


Appendix CINEMA JOKES 


I like the title of your magazine and the pleasure consists in hearing it 
sound ambiguous and significant: cinema and films (or cinema and films?): 
a contradiction? a dilemma? a hendiadys? Is the "and" subjunctive or 
adversative? Is there, in these two combined words, the same value that we 
hear in similar expressions such as "humanity and men" or "industry and 
product" or even "poetry and poems"? 

I don't know if it's your intention, but I think the only way to unravel this 
tangled ball of ambiguities or ambivalences, disconcerting but satisfying, is 
to immediately resort to the main motto of contemporary linguistics: 
«Langue and Parole»: where the « and" is neither subjunctive nor 
adversative, but, so to speak, distinctive. 

We only know the various «paroles», we do not know the «langue»: or 
rather, we know the «langue» through the real experience of the various 
«paroles», that is, by deduction. The "langue" is therefore an abstraction: 
but an abstraction... concrete, since it has become the reality of a code and a 
grammar; that is, an object of study, constituted with study. And it is 
curious, because if, for example, through men we know very poorly how to 
constitute the object "humanity", or through poems we come to know very 
poorly what poetry is - in linguistics the opposite happens; we know much 
better what "langue" is than concrete "paroles"! In the latter, the mystery of 
the act of creation remains, which is translinguistic, and not entirely 
acharismatic: while in the "langue" everything is defined coldly - and albeit 
with enthusiasm - by the ordering reason, which, where it finds a code to 
analyze or to be described, is found in the most typical moment of its 
function. 

In the field of film-linguistics, reason has not yet accomplished this work 
which is usually so stimulating and pleasant for it: it has not yet 
"abstracted" the "cinema" from the various "films". We know "films" (just 
as we know men or poems), but we do not know "cinema" (just as we do 
not know humanity or poetry). Or, if we know a little what cinema is, we 


know it as cinema-industry, or as cinema-social phenomenon: that is, as if 
we knew a "langue" as an instrumental fact without knowing what it is. 

Studies to find out what cinema is began in recent years: and it is right 
that a magazine like yours immediately raises the question in its title. 

QUESTION: So, as far as you are concerned... we are interested in your 
efforts to define cinema as «langue»... but we suspect that your grammar, 
which identifies the units of second articulation in the real objects of a shot 
—and which you call «cinem1» — arises from a stylistic need... 

ANSWER: You are crazy. It is very unpleasant, you know, for an author 
to always feel himself considered a "beast of style". 

And that everything, as far as he is concerned, is reduced to a pawn to 
understand his stylistic career. 

This is inhumane. It is true that, when studying an author, we will also 
need to look for a unity! However, this should not be done in an elementary 
way, and with the smug and winking air with which a bank employee says 
bad or good about one of his colleagues: that is, with the air of someone 
who has expertise in a "thing" and brings everything back - in the chatter of 
the circle — to that thing whose competence gives it authority and therefore 
the right to belong to the circle. 

In fact, I'll tell you to your face: it offends me greatly that everything I do 
and say is used to explain my style. It's a way of exorcising myself, and 
perhaps calling myself a fool: a fool in life, who is perhaps good at his job. 
It is therefore also a way of excluding me and silencing me. Unconsciously, 
of course, her. Let it therefore be clear that: 

my attempts to draw a linguistic notion of cinema from the various films 
- by analogy to what has always been done with the "langue" and the 
"paroles" - is not at all a proliferation of my aesthetic work, that is, of my 
"poetics" cinematic. It's not at all. 

If anything, the characters of my grammatical research on cinema have a 
profound and complex relationship - but real and therefore simplifiable - 
with my way of seeing reality, with my way of interpreting reality, that 1s, 
with my relationship with reality. I'm not a philosopher at all, but I might 
say, with my own philosophy. 

In one title I defined cinema as the "written language of reality". And I 
wanted to say that: reality is a cinema in nature (I represent myself to you, 
you represent yourself to me: I am a shot for Apra and Apra is a shot for 
me: two fixed shots, now that we are sitting, but which can become a 


sequence shot or an overview when we get up from here and resume the 
round of our actions). This cinema in nature which is reality, is in effect a 
language ("It is the semiology of reality that must be done!" - this is the 
slogan I have been shouting to myself for months): a language similar in 
some way to the language oral expression of men: cinema is thus — through 
its reproduction of reality — the written moment of reality. 

If cinema is therefore nothing other than the written language of reality 
(which always manifests itself in actions), it means that it is neither 
arbitrary nor symbolic: and therefore represents reality through reality. 
Concretely, through the objects of reality that a camera reproduces, moment 
by moment (hence my linguistic definition of «cinema»). Here, at this point 
we can identify the relationship of my grammatical notion of cinema with 
what is, or at least I believe to be, my philosophy, or my way of life: which 
seems to me to be nothing other than hallucinated, childish and pragmatic 
love for reality. Religious in that it 1s founded in some way, by analogy, 
with a sort of immense sexual fetishism. The world seems to be, for me, 
nothing more than a collection of fathers and mothers, towards whom I 
have a total transport, made of venerating respect, and of the need to violate 
this venerating respect through even violent and scandalous desecrations. 
(Well, these are things that are said in that extraordinary literary genre that 
is an interview. ) 

By expressing myself through the language of cinema - which is nothing 
else, I repeat, than the written moment of the language of reality - I always 
remain within the ambit of reality: I do not interrupt its continuity through 
the adoption of that symbolic and arbitrary system which is the language 
system. That in order to "reproduce reality through its evocation", it must 
necessarily interrupt it. 

Now Apra will get up from here, go to the door, go out, go down the 
corridor, go down the stairs, open the gate onto the street, get into the car, 
Start it, drive off, drive around the Church of St. Peter and Paul, he will take 
an avenue that takes him towards the Tiber... in short, he will continue the 
actions of his life, which will last as long as his life. But there will always 
be - now we know it - a virtual eye that will follow him: an invisible 
camera, which will not miss one of his actions, even minimal, and will 
ideally reproduce them - that is, write them cinematically. However infinite 
and continuous reality is, an ideal camera will always be able to reproduce 


it, in its infinity and continuity. Cinema is therefore, as a primordial and 
archetypal notion, a continuous and infinite sequence shot. 

QUESTION: But then, perhaps, we were right. What governs his literary- 
cinematographic poetics, that is, his sentimental, religious and pragmatic 
love for reality, also governs his linguistics and his grammar of cinema. 

ANSWER: Yes, at this point I accept that the wires on my unit will 
become knotted. But only, precisely, down here, at this level. 

In reality, my translation into grammatical terms of this idea of cinema of 
mine - deriving from what I am - is not combined and is not confused with 
my translation of the same idea in expressive and poetic terms (that is, 
concretely, in my films). The analogy is on deep surfaces. 

I'll try to explain it to you in simple and somewhat naive words. 

At the bottom therefore lies my love — already shamelessly defined 
several times — for reality. Translating this love into linguistic terms, I am 
led to affirm that cinema is a language that never distances itself from 
reality (it is its reproduction!), and therefore it is an infinite sequence shot 
(the relationship is the same as between oral language and written 
language). But this sequence shot is an uninterrupted succession of shots 
(on Apra sitting there is a long motionless shot, on Apra getting up and 
going to the door, a pan, which is however an accelerated sequence of fixed 
shots etc.). The moneme of that written language of reality is therefore what 
in technical terms (which are destined to become a duplicate of film- 
linguistic terms) 1s called shot: the shot-moneme is therefore the unit of first 
articulation. In fact, however, a shot is nothing but a composition of objects, 
which therefore, by analogy to the phonemes that make up the linguistic 
moneme, I call "cinemes". 

My vision of cinema as a language is therefore a "diffuse" and 
"continuous" vision: a reproduction, uninterrupted and fluent like reality, of 
reality. Here, therefore, my love for reality abstractly embraces all of reality, 
from top to bottom, from head to toe: it is a declaration of love as an act of 
faith, undaunted and theoretical. 

Let's now move on to the poetics, the style, the concrete making of the 
films. In my films there is practically no sequence shot! It is almost 
completely ignored: or it is so short that it lasts as long as a single action. It 
never encompasses a series of actions. Is there therefore a contradiction 
here with my primordial and archetypal notion of cinema, that is, that 


uninterrupted sequence shot, which I have so heralded as a reproduction of 
reality in its entity and duration? 

Of course, there is a contradiction. But the contradictions, you know, are 
all apparent. 

In fact, the same reckless love of reality, translated into linguistic terms, 
makes me see cinema as a fluent reproduction of reality while, translated 
into expressive terms, it fixes me in front of the various aspects of reality (a 
face, a landscape, a gesture , an object), almost as if they were still and 
isolated in the flow of time. 

In short: conceiving cinema as an infinite and continuous sequence shot 
has nothing naturalistic about it. On the contrary! Instead, the sequence shot 
in concrete terms, in individual films, is a naturalistic procedure (in itself: 
certainly not if corrected by the opposition of other procedures). This is 
why I avoid the sequence shot: because it is naturalistic, and therefore... 
natural. My fetishistic love for the "things" of the world prevents me from 
considering them natural. It either consecrates them or desecrates them with 
violence, one by one: it does not bind them in a correct flow, it does not 
accept this flow. But he isolates and idolizes them, more or less intensely, 
one by one. 

In my cinema, therefore, the sequence shot is completely replaced by 
editing. The continuity and linear infinity of that ideal sequence shot which 
is cinema as the written language of action, becomes "synthetic" linear 
continuity and infinity, through the intervention of editing. 

Now, the difference between cinema and film, all films, consists 
precisely in this; that cinema has the linearity of an infinite and continuous 
sequence shot - analytical - while films have a linearity, potentially infinite 
and continuous, but synthetic. 

There are authors who try, out of their good-natured and naturalistic love 
of the things of the world, to reproduce analytical linearity in their films, 
which has the duration of reality as much as possible; other directors are 
instead in favor of an editing that makes this linearity as synthetic as 
possible. (I belong to the latter category.) 

QUESTION: Cinema-verité...? 

ANSWER: Cinema-verité only illusorily comes closer than others to the 
archetypal notion of cinema as pure reproduction of reality: cinema-veriteé 
can produce synthetic or montage films no more or less than October (that 
unpleasant film by Ejzenstejn). Marco Ferreri, as far as I know - in a film 


that Ponti then reduced to an episode, manipulating it abjectly - attempted 
sequence shots that had the duration of similar real actions. But all this 
resulted in expressionism! In almost obsessive stylistic exasperation! 
Evidently naturalism is something that runs through the veins: and it mixes 
with an ideology of resigned, good-natured or crepuscular "acceptance". 
This serum does not flow through Ferreri's veins, evidently. Then he 
reproduces reality in its real durations through sadism: that is, the real 
duration of an action, in its reproduction, shows all its randomness, that is, 
the randomness of time that passes - the unreal time, in which the organic 
consumes and wastes away - the time to which we are accustomed - well, 
this time, if reproduced materially but not naturalistically, shows itself in all 
its miserable and frightening horror. Naturalism is also a trick and a 
manipulation. De Sica is a master of this, both in his good films and in his 
mediocre ones... 

QUESTION: We have your idea of the «Semiology of reality» buzzing 
around in our heads; can you give us some clarifications? 

ANSWER: Ah, ah, ah (laughs). Well. Yes. The title of the book in which 
I will collect my essays on cinema (very contradictory because each one 
represents a moment of my thought, superseded by the next) will perhaps be 
entitled «Cinema as a semiology of reality». In short, what happened to me 
was what would happen to someone who did research on how mirrors work. 
He stands in front of the mirror and observes it, examines it, takes notes: 
and finally what does he see? Himself. What do you notice? Of his material 
and physical presence. The study of the mirror inevitably brings him back 
to the study of himself. 

This is what happens to those who study cinema: since cinema 
reproduces reality, it ends up leading back to the study of reality. But in a 
new and special way, as if reality had been discovered through its 
reproduction, and certain of its expressive mechanisms had emerged only in 
this new "reflected" situation. 

In fact, cinema, by reproducing reality, highlights its expressiveness, 
which we could have missed. In short, it makes it a natural semiology. 

I started from here. 

Let's take Apra again. 

Open is a reality. 

Reality is a language. 


Apra therefore speaks, even outside of his written-spoken language (his 
Italian as a man of cinema). 

I receive information from Apra that comes directly from the Apra 
reality. 

First of all there is the language of his physical presence, or 
physiognomy. 

From it I receive information of a psychological, or psycho-physical 
nature. 

Then there is the language of his behavior (how he sits, how he dresses, 
etc.). 

From it I receive social information. 

Finally, there is the language of his language. 

From it I receive cultural information. 

Is the whole a metonymic or syntagmatic language? 

And would the great syntagmatic lapses of the language of reality be the 
"phenomena"? But at this point let's forget it, and see you in Pesaro in '67. 

QUESTION: Good. Tell us, at least, what new suggestions he tried or 
what updates he felt forced to make, reading the latest essays by Metz (in 
issue 185 of «Cahiers du cinéma») and Barthes (the interview published 
here). 

ANSWER: In that essay, Metz partially criticizes my notion of "cinema 
of poetry", saying that "cinema of poetry" had already existed at the origins 
of the history of cinema. But first of all I had not spoken of "poetry cinema" 
as the main form of modern cinema. Mine was an abstract notion, and valid 
for all times (just as the "language of poetry" is an expression that is valid 
for Greece, for the eighteenth century and for us). Secondly, I myself had 
said that the cinema of the origins had been a cinema of poetry. For two 
reasons: 1) because a cinematographic industrial organization which 
claimed a conventional "narrative" had not yet arisen except in embryonic 
form; 2) for the technical restriction of "silent". The advent of the 
industrialization of cinema and sound made cinema essentially a "language 
of narrative prose" (I make no distinctions in value). Now, the "cinema of 
poetry" is resurrecting: a sign that the industry can find a "second channel" 
of distribution for elites; and a sign that a forced linguistic unity has broken 
down, that the cinematic language is being articulated. Therefore, new 
prosodic "restrictions" and new metric licenses arise to differentiate the 
different types of cinema. 


QUESTION: And what about Barthes? 

ANSWER: Oh, your interview seems extraordinary to me. I would like to 
dwell on it at greater length, and also outside of strictly cinematographic 
problems (after all, I did so for an article, «The end of the avant-garde», 
which is about to be published in issue 3-4 of «Nuovi Argomenti» ). 

Here I will limit myself to saying: yes, it is right to borrow two prosodic 
or rhetorical notions from Jakobson for linguistic purposes: metaphor and 
metonymy. (After all, I myself, although Metz reproaches me for it, had 
done the same operation, speaking of stylistic features that become 
syntagms, given that the various cinematographic "paroles" were all born 
under the sign of prosody and rhetoric; and they do not exist " 
cinematographic paroles" outside of narrative films, with the exception of 
documentaries, which however always obey prosodic-rhetorical rules.) 

Cinema is therefore undoubtedly - Barthes is right, and an illuminating 
reason - a metonymic art. And pour cause: the nature of his language is not 
sign, but figural: the stylization that leads to writing as an alphabet is not a 
stylization of signs, but of syntagms, that is, of assembly. 

But, in doing this, Barthes defines cinema as "art", "work of art", and, in 
this case, "narrative art" (in cinema "something always happens - he says - 
there is always a story") . I don't know if this definition can be generalized 
to all cinema, as a language and not as an art language. 

If I wanted to trace this brilliant intuition of Barthes back to my theory 
(so barbarously sketched out), I would say that: «Cinema is not a 
metonymic art, but it is reality that is metonymic.» 

They are the "phenomena" of the world which are the natural "syntagms" 
of the language of reality. Cinema "reproducing such phenomena", that 1s, 
presenting itself as the written language of the living language of reality, is 
in turn metonymic. 

And its metonymicity is ultimately nothing other than the "linearity" with 
which reality speaks to us. In short, the shots of a film are not replaceable, 
like the sheets of an almanac, because the objects of reality that the 
sequence of shots represent are not replaceable according to the sequence 
with which they are naturally represented to us. 

I cannot replace or remove individual shots: I can however replace or 
remove syntagms (of sequences): because the conventionality and therefore 
the freedom of cinema lies in the editing, not in the individual shots. It is in 
the editing that the stylization occurs. 


Therefore, while - as I said - the sequence shot of the ideal cinema which 
virtually "writes" reality in its uninterrupted and infinite physicality is 
linear, editing maintains this linearity, but reduces it to segments: that is, it 
synthesizes it. 

In conclusion: today there are many authors who do everything to ensure 
that "nothing happens to the cinema" too, that is, they align themselves with 
the "nouveau roman" and with certain avant-gardes who speak of "anti- 
novel" etc., or "novel without novel" etc. (I don't believe it: because every 
form of art and language of art does nothing but evoke reality, and in reality 
something always happens, because time passes, or at least seems to pass: 
and this is the illusion of our life.) Well: let's assume, by hypothesis, that 
there is a film where nothing "happens", or is, at least, the least narrative 
possible (a more acceptable hypothesis). Let's say - to put it bluntly - a film 
written in the "language of poetry", a film that is to the highest degree 
"cinema of poetry". Would Barthes' definition of cinema as a metonymic art 
still apply in the face of this laboratory specimen? A poetic film could very 
well play on the substitutability of shots (a series of shots juxtaposed 
according to a lyrical and non-narrative sequence; or a series of symbolic 
shots, each finished in itself etc. etc.). 

Barthes' definition is therefore splendid; but it serves to define a "cinema 
of narrative prose", as if this were all cinema, and as if a "cinematic 
language" did not exist, but that single art language which is a set of 
individual films existed. 

QUESTION: Can you provide us with some concluding observations to 
these clarifications on your writings «The cinema of poetry» and «The 
written language of action»? 

ANSWER: A somewhat mechanical conclusion, a coat of arms. 

Cinema, as the written language of reality, probably has (and this will 
appear better in future years) the same revolutionary importance that the 
invention of "writing" had. The latter "revealed" to man what his oral 
language is, first of all. This was certainly the first leap forward of the new 
human cultural consciousness born from the invention of the alphabet: the 
consciousness of oral language, or, tout court, the consciousness of 
language. 

The second revolutionary moment is the one that - in controversy with 
De Saussure - describes Benvenuto Terracini ("Conflicts of language and 
culture"): that is, a maturation of thought, which, if it was represented 


"naturally" in oral language, could only be represent «consciously» in 
written language. Finally, the written language has revealed and accentuated 
the "linearity" of the language (which, in being only spoken, is corrected by 
intonations and mimicry). 

The same revolutionary processes that the written language brought to 
the spoken language, cinema will bring to reality. 

The language of reality, as long as it was natural, was outside our 
consciousness: now that it appears "written" to us through cinema, it cannot 
fail to require consciousness. The written language of reality will let us 
know first of all what the language of reality is; and will ultimately end up 
modifying our thoughts on it, making our physical relationships, at least, 
with reality, cultural relationships. 

Barthes, who thus broadened the notion of "writing", should be deeply 
intrigued by my idea of cinema as "writing". I don't know — e.g. Barthes 
contrasts the "linearity" of writing with the "devouring movement" of oral 
language: is this a contrast that can also be made between writing about 
reality and reality? Would cinema speak to us according to a linear 
concentration, while reality would speak to us according to a "devouring 
movement"? Etc. etc. And again: in reality there is no tree: there is a pear 
tree, an apple tree, an elderberry, a cactus, but there is no tree. Thus cinema 
will not be able to "reproduce" (write) a tree: it will reproduce a pear tree, 
an apple tree, an elderberry, a cactus but not a tree. Exactly like in primitive 
cuneiform languages. So, does the language of cinema, which is the product 
of a technique that has come to determine a human era, precisely because it 
is technical, perhaps have some point of contact with the empiricism of 
primitives? Etc. etc. 

Does writing therefore lose, with cinema, its "signistic nature" and regain 
its archaic "figural nature"? What relationship is there between the 
empiricism, due to physical needs, of the caveman, and the empiricism, due 
to technical-productive needs, of contemporary man? 

With cinema - the im-sign - does the sign regain its archaic power of 
eidetically suggesting, through the physical violence of its reproduction of 
reality? 

And, to get back to me, is the transition from literary writing to cinema a 
case of extreme modernity or regression? I said that I make cinema to live 
according to my philosophy, that is, the desire to always live physically at 


the level of reality, without the magical-symbolic interruption of the 
linguistic sign system. But what horrendous sins does this philosophy 
entail? I have given it the names "action", "Irrationalism", "pragmatism", 
"religion": all those that I know are the most negative and dangerous data of 
my civilization. The data itself, for example, certainly fascism!! Will I have 
to account, in the valley of Jehoshaphat, for the weakness of my conscience 
in the face of the identical attractions of technology and myth? 


OBSERVATIONS ON THE SEQUENCE PLAN 


We look at the sixteen millimeter film that a spectator in the crowd shot 
of Kennedy's death. It is a sequence shot; and it is the most typical sequence 
shot possible. 

The spectator-operator, in fact, did not make any choices regarding 
viewing angles: he simply filmed from where he was, framing what his eye 
- better than the lens - saw. 

The typical sequence shot is therefore a "subjective". 

In the possible film on Kennedy's death, all the other visual angles are 
missing: from that of Kennedy himself, to that of Jacqueline, from that of 
the assassin who was shooting, to that of the accomplices, from that of the 
other more fortunately placed present, to that escort policemen etc. etc. 

Supposing we had small films shot from all those viewing angles, what 
would we have? Of a series of sequence shots that would reproduce the real 
things and actions of that hour, seen simultaneously from various visual 
angles: that is, seen through a series of "subjective" shots. The subjective is 
therefore the maximum realistic limit of every audiovisual technique. It is 
not conceivable to "see and feel" reality as it happens except from a single 
visual angle: and this visual angle is always that of a subject who sees and 
feels. This subject is a subject of flesh and blood, because even if we, in a 
fictional film, choose an ideal point of view, and therefore in some way 
abstract and non-naturalistic, it becomes realistic, and, at the limit, 
naturalistic , the moment we place a camera and a tape recorder in that point 
of view: it will appear as something seen and heard by a subject of flesh and 
blood (i.e. with eyes and ears). 

Now, the reality seen and heard as it happens is always in the present 
tense. 

The time of the sequence shot, understood as a schematic and primordial 
element of cinema - that is, as an infinite subjective view - is therefore the 
present. Cinema, consequently, "reproduces the present". The "live 
broadcast" of television is a paradigmatic reproduction of the present of 
something that happens. 


Let us therefore suppose that we have not only one little film on 
Kennedy's death, but a dozen similar little films, as sequence shots that 
subjectively reproduce the present of the President's death. At the very 
moment in which we, even for purely documentary reasons (we put the 
police carrying out investigations in a projection room) see all these 
subjective sequence shots in succession, that is, we add them together even 
if not materially, what do we do? Let's do a kind of assembly, albeit 
extremely basic. And what do we get with this montage? We obtain a 
multiplication of "presents", as if an action, instead of taking place just once 
before our eyes, took place several times. This multiplication of "presents" 
actually abolishes the present, nullifies it, each of those presents postulating 
the relativity of the other, its unreliability, its imprecision, its ambiguity. 

When observing, for a police investigation - the least interested possible 
in any aesthetic fact, and very interested instead in the documentary value 
of the films projected as eyewitness testimonies of a real event to be 
reconstructed in its accuracy - the first question we would ask ourselves is 
the following: which of these films most closely represents the real reality 
of the facts? There are many poor eyes and ears (or cameras and tape 
recorders) in front of which an irreversible chapter of reality has passed, 
presenting itself to each pair of these natural organs or these technical 
instruments, in a different way (shot, reverse shot, total, American shot, 
close-up, and all the possible angles): now, each of these ways in which 
reality is presented is extremely poor, random, almost compassionate, if you 
think that there is only one, and many, infinitely many, are the others. 

In any case, it is clear that reality, with all its faces, expressed itself: it 
said something to those who were present (it was present by being part of it: 
BECAUSE REALITY DOESN'T SPEAK TO ANYONE BUT WITH 
ITSELF): it said something with its language, which is the language of 
action (supplemented by symbolic and conventional human languages): a 
rifle shot, multiple rifle shots, a body falling, a car stopping, a woman 
screaming, many people screaming ... All these non-symbolic signs say 
something has happened: the death of a president, now and here, in the 
present. And this present is, I repeat, the time of the various subjective shots 
as sequence shots, shot from the various visual angles in which fate has 
placed the witnesses, with their incomplete natural organs or technical 
instruments. 


The language of action is therefore the language of non-symbolic signs of 
the present time, and, in the present, however, it has no meaning, or, if it 
does, it has it subjectively, that is, in an incomplete, uncertain and 
mysterious way. Kennedy, in dying, expressed himself with his extreme 
action: that of breaking down and dying, in the seat of a black presidential 
car, in the weak arms of a petty-bourgeois American woman. 

But this extreme language of action with which Kennedy expressed 
himself in front of the various spectators, remains, in the present - in which 
it 1s perceived by the senses and filmed, which is the same thing - 
suspended and unrelated. Like every moment of the language of action, it is 
a search. Search for what? Of an arrangement in relation to oneself and the 
objective world; and therefore a search for relationships with all the other 
languages of action with which the others, together with it, express 
themselves. In this case, Kennedy's last living syntagms sought a 
relationship with the living syntagms of those who at that moment 
expressed themselves, living, around him. For example, those of his killer, 
or of his killers, who shot or who shot. 

Until these living syntagms have been related to each other, both the 
language of Kennedy's last action and the language of the assassins' action 
are incomplete and incomplete languages, practically incomprehensible. 
What must happen for them to become complete and understandable, then? 
May the relationships, which each of them, almost groping and stammering, 
seek, be established. But not through a simple multiplication of presents - as 
would happen if we juxtaposed the various subjective ones - but through 
their coordination. In fact, the coordination of them is not limited, like the 
juxtaposition, to destroying and nullifying the concept of the present (as in 
the hypothetical screening of the various films, shown one after the other in 
the FBI room), but to making the present past . 

Only events that have occurred and are finished can be coordinated with 
each other, and therefore acquire meaning (as I will perhaps explain better 
later). 

Now let's make one more assumption: that is, that among the 
investigators who have seen the various, and unfortunately hypothetical, 
films attached to each other, there is a brilliant analytical mind. 

His genius could therefore only consist in coordination. By intuiting the 
truth - from a careful analysis of the various naturalistic pieces, made up of 
the various films -, would it be able to reconstruct it, and how? By choosing 


the truly significant moments of the various subjective sequence shots, and 
consequently finding their real succession. In other words, it would be a 
montage. Following this work of choice and coordination, the various 
visual angles would dissolve, and existential subjectivity would give way to 
objectivity; there would no longer be couples, touching eyes-ears (or 
cameras-tape recorders) to capture and reproduce the fleeting and so 
unaffable reality, but in their place there would be a narrator. This narrator 
transforms the present into the past. 

From here it follows that: cinema (or rather audiovisual technique) is 
essentially an infinite sequence shot, just as reality is to our eyes and ears, 
for as long as we are able to see and hear ( an infinite subjective sequence 
shot that ends with the end of our life): and this sequence shot, then, is 
nothing other than the reproduction (as I have repeatedly repeated) of the 
language of reality: in other words it is the reproduction of the present . 

But from the moment in which editing intervenes, that is, when we move 
from cinema to film (which are therefore two very different things, just as 
«langue» is different from «parole»), what happens is that the present 
becomes the past (that is, there have been coordinations through the various 
living languages): a past which, for reasons inherent to the cinematographic 
medium, and not due to aesthetic choice, always has the modes of the 
present (i.e. it is a historical present). 

So here I have to say what I think about death (and I leave readers free to 
ask themselves, skeptically, what this has to do with cinema). I have said 
several times, and always badly, unfortunately, that reality has its own 
language - or rather, it is a language - which, to be described, requires a 
"General Semiology", which is currently missing, even as a notion 
(semiologists they always observe very distinct and defined objects, that is, 
the various existing languages, sign or otherwise; they have not yet 
discovered that semiology is the descriptive science of reality). 

This language — I said, and always badly — coincides, as far as man is 
concerned — with human action. That is, man expresses himself above all 
with his action - not understood in a mere pragmatic sense - because it is 
with it that he modifies reality and affects the spirit. But this action of his 
lacks unity, that is, meaning, until it is completed. As long as Lenin lived, 
the language of his action was still partly indecipherable, because it was 
still possible, and therefore modifiable by any future actions. In short, as 
long as he has a future, that is, an unknown, a man is unexpressed. There 


may be an honest man who, at the age of sixty, commits a crime: this 
reprehensible action modifies all his past actions, and he therefore presents 
himself as something other than what he has always been. Until I am dead, 
no one will be able to guarantee that they truly know me, that 1s, that they 
can give meaning to my action, which therefore, as a linguistic moment, is 
difficult to decipher. 

It is therefore absolutely necessary to die, because, as long as we are 
alive, we lack meaning, and the language of our life (with which we express 
ourselves, and to which we therefore attribute the utmost importance) 1s 
untranslatable: a chaos of possibilities, a search for relationships and 
seamless meanings. Death carries out a lightning-fast assembly of our life: 
that is, it chooses its truly significant moments (and no longer modifiable by 
other possible contrary or inconsistent moments), and places them in 
succession, making our present infinite, unstable and uncertain, and 
therefore linguistically not describable, a clear, stable, certain past, and 
therefore linguistically well describable (in the context of a General 
Semiology). Only thanks to death does our life serve us to express 
ourselves. 

Editing therefore operates on the material of the film (which is made up 
of fragments, very long or infinitesimal, of as many sequence shots as 
possible infinite subjective shots) what death does on life. 

(1967) 


IS BEING NATURAL? 


The film could be defined as a "word without language": in fact, in order 
to be understood, the various films do not refer to cinema, but to reality 
itself. It is understood that with this I postulate my usual identification of 
cinema with reality and that the Semiology of cinema should only be a 
chapter of the General Semiology of reality. 

Let's see: in a film, there appears a shot of a boy with curly black hair, 
black laughing eyes, a face covered in acne, a slightly swollen throat, as if 
hyperthyroid, and a cheerful and funny expression. that emanates from all 
of him. Does this shot of a film perhaps refer to a social pact made up of 
symbols, what would cinema be like if defined by analogy with "langue"? 
Yes, it refers to this social pact, but this social pact, not being symbolic, 
cannot be distinguished from reality, that is, from the real Ninetto Davoli in 
the flesh reproduced in that shot. 

We therefore already have a sort of "Reality Code" in our heads (1.e. that 
potential General Semiology that I'm talking about so much). It is through 
this unexpressed and unconscious code that makes us understand reality 
that we also understand the various films. Indeed, to put it bluntly, in the 
simplest and most elementary way, we recognize reality in films, which 
expresses itself in them to us as it does every day in life. 

A character, in the cinema, as in every moment of reality, speaks to us 
through the signs, or living syntagms, of his action, which, divided into 
chapters, could be: 

I) The language of physical presence; II) the language of behavior; HI) 
the language of the written-spoken language: all, in fact, synthesized by the 
language of action, which establishes relationships with us and with the 
objective world. In a General Semiology of reality, each of these chapters 
should then naturally be divided into an unspecified number of paragraphs. 
It's a work that has been on my pen for a long time; Here I would just like 
to limit myself to observing how the second paragraph, the one entitled 
"Language of behavior" would certainly be the most interesting and 
complex. Meanwhile, and first of all, it should be divided into two 


subparagraphs, namely "The language of general behavior" (which would 
summarize the entire way of being learned through education in a codifying 
society), and the "Language of specific behavior" (which it would serve to 
express oneself in particular social situations and in given moments, I 
would say slang, of those situations). 

Let's take for example the actor with the curls and acne that I mentioned 
before: the language of his general behavior immediately indicates to me - 
through the series of his actions, his expressions, his words - his historical, 
ethnic and social position. But the language of its specific behavior 
specifies this position to the utmost concreteness (just as dialect and jargon 
do with respect to language). The language of specific behavior is therefore 
essentially constituted by a series of ceremonials, the archetype of which 
definitely belongs to the natural or animal world; the peacock that does the 
wheel, the rooster that crows after coitus, the flowers that show, in a given 
season, their colors. The language of the world is, in short, essentially a 
show. In the case of a fight, the boy with curls that we have taken as an 
example, would not transgress a single one of the acts required by the 
popular code: from the first lines of dialogue, made with a particular 
bewildered expression almost of someone who cannot hear well, to the first 
threats almost compassionate, at the first impacts against the opponent's 
chest with both hands open with palms forward, etc. etc. 

From the various living ceremonials of the language of specific behavior 
we atrive, insensitively, to the various conscious ceremonials: from the 
archaic magical ones to those stabilized by the norms of good education of 
contemporary bourgeois civilization. Until we then arrive, always 
insensibly, at the various symbolic but non-sign human languages: the 
languages in which man, to express himself, uses his own body, his own 
figure. Religious representations, mimes, dances, theatrical performances 
belong to THESE TYPES OF FIGURAL AND LIVING LANGUAGES. 
And so is cinema. 

While waiting to at least draw some notes on this «General Semiology» 
of mine, I would like to limit myself here, once again, to observing how this 
General Semiology would be, at the same time, the Semiology of the 
Language of Reality, and the Semiology of the Language of Cinema. 
Taking into account just one more fact: audiovisual reproduction. A 
grammar of cinema could be planted and elaborated on the ways of this 
reproduction - which recreates in cinema the same linguistic characteristics 


of life understood as language. And, on other occasions, I have dealt with 
this precisely. Here I am important to note - and it is the central point of 
these pages of mine - how, semiologically, there is no difference between 
the time of life and the time of cinema understood as the reproduction of 
life - as it is an infinite sequence shot — the difference between the time of 
life and the time of the various films is substantial. 

Let's take a sequence shot in its pure state: that is, the audiovisual 
reproduction, made from a subjective visual angle, of a fragment of the 
infinite succession of things and actions that I could potentially reproduce. 
Such a sequence shot in its pure state would consist of an extraordinarily 
boring succession of insignificant things or actions. What happens to me 
and appears to me in five minutes of my life would become, projected on a 
screen, something absolutely devoid of interest: of absolute irrelevance. 
This does not manifest itself to me in reality because my body is living, and 
those five minutes are the five minutes of reality's vital soliloquy with itself. 

The hypothetical pure sequence shot therefore highlights, by representing 
it, the insignificance of life as life. But through this hypothetical pure 
sequence shot, I also come to know — with the same precision as the 
laboratory tests — that the fundamental proposition that something 
insignificant expresses is: «I am», or «There is», or simply «Being »». 

But is being natural? No, it doesn't seem like it to me, on the contrary, it 
seems to me that it is portentous, mysterious and, if anything, absolutely 
unnatural. 

Now, the sequence shot, given the characteristics I have described, 
becomes, in fiction films, the most "naturalistic" moment of the cinematic 
story. A man slaps a woman then gets into his car and drives off along the 
Motorway of the Sea? Well, I place a camera with a tape recorder where 
there could be a witness in the flesh, miserably naturalistic, and I film the 
whole scene in succession, as seen and heard by him, until the car 
disappears towards Ostia. It's true: as in the mess that happens before my 
senses in reality, so in its reproduction, the fundamental and dominant 
proposition is: "All this is." (However, just as I am not indifferent in reality, 
so, potentially, I am not indifferent to the reproduction of reality. And since 
in the film I judge through the Code of Reality, I reproduce in myself 
almost the same feelings as if I experienced that fact materially.) 

Since cinema can never ignore these sequence shots, even minimal ones, 
since it is always a reproduction of reality, it is accused of naturalism. But 


the fear of naturalism is (at least when it comes to cinema) the fear of being. 
That is, ultimately, fear of the lack of naturalness of being: of the terrible 
ambiguity of reality due to the fact that it is based on a misunderstanding: 
the passage of time. Nothing but naturalism! Making cinema is writing on 
burning paper. 

To understand what the naturalism of cinema is, let's take an extreme 
case - which presents itself, or is presented, as a case of avant-garde 
cinema: in the cellars of New York's New Cinema, sequence shots that are 
hours long are projected (for example a man sleeping). This is therefore 
cinema in its pure state (as I have said several times), and as such, as a 
representation of reality from a single visual angle, it is subjective in the 
sense of madly naturalistic: above all since it also has the natural time of 
reality. As always, culturally, the new cinema is an extreme consequence of 
neorealism: with its cult of the document and of truth. But while neorealism 
cultivated its cult of reality with its associated sequence shots with 
optimism, common sense and good nature, the new cinema reverses things: 
in its exasperated cult of reality and its interminable sequence shots, instead 
of having as a proposition fundamental: "What is insignificant, is", has as 
its fundamental proposition: "What is, is insignificant". But this 
insignificance is felt with such anger and pain that it attacks the spectator 
and with him his idea of order and his human existential love for what is. 
The short, sensible, measured, natural, affable sequence shot of neorealism 
gives us the pleasure of recognizing the reality experienced daily and 
enjoyed through aesthetic comparison with academic conventions; the long, 
senseless, boundless, unnatural, silent sequence shot of the new cinema, on 
the contrary, puts us in a state of horror for reality, through the aesthetic 
comparison with neorealistic naturalism understood as an academy of 
living. 

Practically therefore, the question of the difference between real life and 
reproduced life, that is, between reality and cinema, is a question, as I was 
saying, of temporal rhythm. But it is a difference in times that also 
distinguishes cinema from cinema. The duration of a shot, or the rhythm of 
the succession of shots, changes the value of the film: it makes it belong to 
one school rather than another, to one era rather than another, to one 
ideology rather than another . 

If we then keep in mind that in fiction films the illusion of the sequence 
shot can also be given through editing, then the value of the sequence shot 


becomes even more ideal: it becomes the real choice of a world. In fact, 
while the real sequence shot reproduces a real action as it is, and has its 
own time, a fake sequence shot (which is the case of the majority of 
neorealistic cinema, but also of the naturalistic one illustrative of the 
commercial convention ) imitates the corresponding real action, 
reproducing various traits, and then stitching them together through a time 
that falsifies them by feigning naturalness. 

The montages of new cinema, on the other hand, have as their first 
characteristic that of clearly showing the falsification of real time (or, in the 
case of the eternal sequence shots I mentioned before, its exasperation 
through the reversal of the value of the insignificant). 

Are the authors of the new cinema right? That is, must real time be 
decisively destroyed in a work, and must this destruction be the first and 
most manifest element of the style? Therefore completely taking away from 
the spectator the illusion of the unfolding of actions over time - as happened 
in ancient and recent tales? 

In my opinion, the authors of the new cinema do not die enough within 
their works: they agitate in them, they writhe in them, or rather they agonize 
in them, but they do not die in them: therefore their works remain 
testimonies of suffering from the absurd phenomenon of time, and , in this 
sense, can only be interpreted as an act of life. The fear of naturalism 
ultimately holds within the limits of the document, and subjectivity taken to 
the point of giving either infinite sequence shots - to horrify the spectator at 
the irrelevance of his reality - or a work of montage that subverts the 
illusion of its unfolding over time - always of that reality - ends up 
becoming the mere subjectivity of psychological documents. Even from the 
most avant-garde and apparently indecipherable literary page, some reality 
or, tout court, reality is evoked: we cannot escape reality, because it speaks 
to itself, and we are in its circle. From an illegible avant-garde page - as 
from a cinematographic sequence that exasperates the times to the point of 
removing any illusion of reliving reality through it - there 1s always a reality 
that jumps out: and it is that of the author, who, through his own text , 
expresses his psychological misery, his literary calculation, his noble or 
ignoble petty-bourgeois neurosis, etc. 

I must repeat that a life, with all its actions, can be fully and truly 
deciphered only after death: at that point, its times become shorter and the 
insignificant falls away. His fundamental proposition is then no longer 


simply "Being", and his naturalness thus becomes a false target like a false 
ideal. Anyone who makes a long shot to show the horror of the 
insignificance of life commits an error equal and opposite to that of 
someone who makes a long shot to show the poetry of insignificance. The 
continuum of life, at the moment of death - that is, after the assembly 
operation - loses all the infinity of times in which we bask while living, 
delighting in the perfect correspondence of our physical life - which leads 
us to consummation - as time passes : there is no moment in which this 
correspondence is not perfect. After death, this continuity of life no longer 
exists, but its meaning exists. 

Either be immortal and unexpressed or express yourself and die. 

The difference between cinema and life is therefore negligible; and the 
same General Semiology that describes life can also describe, I repeat once 
again, cinema. So, while an action that happens in life - for example me 
speaking here - has as its meaning its meaning - which can only truly be 
deciphered after death - an action that happens in cinema has as its meaning 
the meaning of the same action that happens in life, and therefore has its 
meaning only indirectly (also in this case a meaning that can only truly be 
deciphered after death). Therefore, unlike in life or in cinema, in a film an 
action - or figural sign, or expressive means, or reproduced living syntagm - 
use the definitions you want - has as its meaning the meaning of the 
analogous real action - carried out by those people of flesh and blood, in 
that same natural and social framework - but its meaning is already 
complete and decipherable, as if death had already occurred. This means 
that time is over in the film, even if only for a fiction. We must therefore 
accept the fairy tale by force. Time is not that of life when he lives, but of 
life after death: as such it is real, it is not an illusion and it could very well 
be that of the story of a film. 

(1967) 


Appendix THE FEAR OF NATURALISM 


Everyone claims that cinema is essentially naturalistic. 

In fact, I dare to say: «If I want to express a porter through 
cinematographic language, I take a real porter and reproduce him: body and 
voice». 

Then Moravia laughs: «Well, cinema is naturalistic, as you can see. It's 
naturalistic, it's naturalistic! But cinema is image. And only by representing 
a silent porter (good) can you make cinema that is in some non-naturalistic 
way." 

«Not at all», I say, «cinema is “semiologically” an audiovisual technique. 
So a porter in flesh, blood and voice.» 

«Ah, ah, neorealism!» says Moravia. 

«Yes, I, making cinema — not my film — making cinema, if I have to 
express a porter I express it by taking a real porter, with his face, his flesh 
and the language with which he expresses himself.» 

«Ah no, you're wrong here», it's Bernardo Bertolucci who says it, «why 
make a porter say what he says? You have to take his mouth, but inside his 
mouth you have to put philosophical words (as Godard does, of course)." 

Here the discussion ends: because no one will ever be able to remove 
from Moravia's head that "cinema is image" and that, at the same time, it 1s, 
in itself, naturalistic; and no one will ever be able to take it out of Bernardo 
Bertolucci's head that porters must speak like philosophers. 

But let's say the spectator sees a silent porter: the porter of a film. A 
silent porter, wonderfully photographed: image, therefore. Why does the 
viewer recognize it? Because he is a porter of reality. In that film it will be 
whatever you want, but in the cinema it is the same as in reality. 
Reproduced. To express it, even as an image, it is he himself that I use. 

Now, then, let's say that porter speaks like Hegel. Well he's a porter who 
talks like Hegel. Why? In reality — even in a strange case of reality — 
couldn't there be a porter who speaks like Hegel? Therefore, a porter who 
says «Li mortacci tua», or a porter who says «Thesis and antithesis», are 


both characters of reality, which the cinema reproduces as they are. In this 
sense cinema is inevitably naturalistic. 

But why, why so much fear of naturalism? What does this fear hide? 
Wouldn't he be hiding his fear of reality? And aren't it bourgeois 
intellectuals who are afraid of reality? 

By reality I mean the physical and social world in which we live, 
whatever that may be. Those who express themselves through any system 
of signs, however, cannot interpret this reality by evoking it (either through 
symbols of a sign nature or through symbols of a figural nature), except 
historically, and therefore realistically. 

The silent porter, pure image, what is he? It is the aesthetic idea that a 
bourgeois has of a porter who has nothing in common with that porter. The 
porter who instead speaks of dialectics is apocryphal and pretextual: he too 
is in the service of a bourgeois who has very little in common with him. 
That is, between a bourgeois and a porter there can only be a bond of 
human, or rather canine, sympathy. We bourgeois are all racists. Now, I 
don't want to be. And I want a porter to be a porter: that is, | want him to be 
neither an image that I like, nor the spokesperson of my philosophy. 

The cinema porter is the same porter as in reality, therefore: and since 
cinema is an audiovisual technique, the cinema porter presents himself and 
speaks as in reality. 

But a movie porter? Cinema is an infinite sequence shot - I have said it 
dozens of times now - it is the ideal and virtual infinite reproduction due to 
an invisible machine that reproduces as is all the gestures, actions, words of 
a man since is born until he dies. 

The porter of a film — unlike the porter of the cinema who is a live porter 
— 1s a dead porter. In fact, as soon as someone has died, a rapid synthesis of 
his life that has just ended takes place. Billions of acts, expressions, sounds, 
voices, words fall into thin air, and a few dozen or hundreds of them 
survive. An enormous number of sentences that he said in every morning, 
noon, evening and night of his life fall into an infinite and silent abyss. But 
some of these phrases resist, as if miraculously, they are inscribed in the 
memory like epigraphs, they remain suspended in the light of a morning, in 
the sweet darkness of an evening: the wife or friends, when remembering 
them, cry. In a film, these are the phrases that remain. It is naturalistic to 
choose a real porter, as true as any of us are in this moment that we are 
alive, with his words, his language, his pronunciation, but choosing one of 


those phrases, which by chance, were they relevant, were they somehow 
preserved from the disaster, or did they swell the heart? 


THE LIVING SIGNS AND THE DEAD POETS 


The purest language that exists in the world, indeed the only one that 
could just be called LANGUAGE, 1s the language of natural reality. 

For example, the one of the rows of poplars, the green meadows and the 
Lambro, which "spoke" to me near Milan in the last scenes of Oedipus. Or 
the row of trees on the city street, full of cars like a garage, which the 
Rinascita or Contemporaneo printer has before his eyes. 

Naturally the LANGUAGE of these places, of these natural 
"particularisms", are enormously contaminated by a series of, let's call 
them, "integrating" languages (for example my Italian through which I 
translate my perception of being natural of these aspects of nature I have 
already written and rewritten it. Reality does nothing but speak to itself 
using human experience as a vehicle. God, as all religions say, created man 
to speak to himself). The thousand integrating languages (and above all the 
written-spoken languages) have been analyzed and studied at length, first 
by grammarians, and now, with an almost endless breadth of horizons, by 
semiologists. But - as I have already had the opportunity to repeat this many 
times - semiologists have so far taken as the object of their research the 
various languages (sign or figural, symbolic or living) that make up that 
whole which is the "Language of Reality" . In a speech I gave in Pesaro I 
made this observation, hesitantly, because I didn't feel like swearing to the 
completeness and updating of my information: but the specialists present 
there reassured me. No, Semiology, it is true, has taken into consideration 
the most unexpected aspects of the language of Reality: but never Reality 
itself as a language. That is, Semiology (and perhaps fortunately) has not 
yet taken the step that would lead it to be Philosophy as a description of 
Reality as a language. 

This, Christian Metz told me, is a dream of mine. An Italian linguist 
would say it's just my foolishness. In conclusion, I find myself isolated and 
a bit delusional. 

Therefore the only language that could be defined as LANGUAGE and 
that's it is that of natural reality. And that of human reality, when it is not 


simply natural, but historical? That is: while a poplar speaks a pure 
language, I, Pier Paolo Pasolini, speak (staying silent, with me, with my 
face, with my action distributed in all the moments, days, years and decades 
of my life) do I speak a pure language? No, evidently. This pure language is 
contaminated first of all by the first social pact, that is, by the language, first 
spoken and then written: and then, by all the infinite non-sign languages, of 
which my registry office, my wealth, my education provides me with 
experience - society and the historical moment in which I live. 

A synthesis of all these integrating languages combined with the PURE 
LANGUAGE of my natural living presence (like a poplar), is the language 
of my human reality, which is therefore, above all, an EXAMPLE. 

Each of us (wanting or not) carries out a moral action whose meaning is 
suspended. 

Hence the reason for death. If we were immortal we would be immoral, 
because our example would never end, therefore it would be 
indecipherable, eternally suspended and ambiguous. 

Admit that Stalin still lived: wouldn't Marxism, which had made his 
figure an almost absolute public example, still remain suspended and 
ambiguous in a lie that was exposed only with Stalin's end? In Stalin's case 
it took the 20th Congress (and it wasn't enough at all). In a more humble 
case, a "tear" is enough (in "the bridge near Benevento"). 

Let's look at this little tear for a moment. Up to that point the man from 
whose brow that painful and sublime tear dripped had been a sinner: his had 
been an example of (generic and Catholic) evil. That tear turned his life 
upside down: it cast on it, retrospectively, a completely different light: evil 
became a non-evil, an opposite of good, a will to be good, an unexpressed 
good, but anger at not being good, an impotence not to want the good, an 
aberrant yet divine form of the good. 

If he had never died, there would never have been that tear and the 
language of his human action, of his being a man on earth, would have been 
an inconclusive example of evil and that's it. 

My idea of death, therefore, despite this last example from Dante, is 
neither Catholic nor idealistic: at least in this phase of my discussion (which 
is a grammatical and semiological discussion on cinema). And I say it here, 
now, because this is an appendix note to that Pesaro report I mentioned. 
And, precisely, on that occasion, the spiritualistic danger of my idea of 
death etc. was objected to. etc. 


Either express yourself and die or be unexpressed and immortal, I said. 

But my idea of death, therefore, was a behavioral and moral idea: it did 
not look to the after of death, but to the before: not to the afterlife, but to 
life. To life therefore understood as fulfillment, as a desperate, uncertain 
tendency and continually looking for supports, pretexts and relationships, 
towards its expressive perfection. I think it's difficult to be more secular 
than that. And I believe that basing an idea of life on a death understood in 
this way has nothing contradictory to declaring oneself a Marxist. Or must 
the "second" philosophy of Marxism continue to be the old positivism, so 
nice and so yellowed? It seems that everyone agrees that no. And indeed, 
the main problem of these, otherwise miserable and fleeting, sixties, is that 
of finding new philosophical additions to Marxism as Stalin and the 
Twentieth Congress left it, battered and almost dying. 

Among the various errors made by some official intellectuals of 
Marxism, we must now list that of the attempt at an opening to the right, on 
the border with the avant-gardes. But it is a mistake that 1s already as old as 
the avant-gardes themselves, and it no longer matters to talk about it. 

Instead, in this regard, I would like to add something to my Pesaro report, 
so hastily jotted down and read. 

First of all I wanted to reiterate this fact: cinema is the most 
fundamentally ambiguous thing you can imagine. Here's why: cinema is an 
infinite sequence shot that expresses reality with reality. There is always in 
front of each of us a possible and virtual camera, with an inexhaustible 
chassis, which "shoots" our life from when we are born to when we die. 
Because our FIRST AND PURE language is our presence, reality within 
reality. So Manfredi's whole life was filmed until he cried on the bridge 
near Benevento, and so was Stalin's whole life, up until his death without 
tears, much more similar to that of Pius XII than to that of Manfredi 
(perhaps with a documentary appendix on Khrushchev's revelations). As 
such, cinematographic language is the most naturalistic one can imagine: 
given that it, theoretically, expresses reality with reality, in an incessant 
way, that is, following the time itself of reality (infinite sequence shot: or at 
least as long as the entire existence of a man, of a poplar, of a fact of 
reality). So naturalistic that - as I have already repeated many times - the 
General Semiology of Reality (which is my dream) and the Semiology of 
Cinema would ultimately be almost the same science. 


The same unexpressed and unconscious Code of Reality that each of us 
has within us, and which allows us to recognize reality (for example what a 
face seen for a moment on the street says), is the same one that allows us to 
recognize reality in the cinema (the same "reproduced" face of someone 
passing by on the street). 

But what is it that makes reality "naturalistic", that is, unreal? It's time. 

In this sense, cinema is no longer naturalistic, because NEVER, IN 
PRACTICE, THAT IS IN THE VARIOUS FILMS, is its time that of reality. 
That is, it is not unreal, like reality, which is based on an illusion: that is, on 
the passing of something that does not exist, time. Cinema is founded, on 
the contrary, on the abolition of time as continuity, and therefore on its 
transformation into significant and moral reality, always (even in 
commercial films, in which meaning and morality have naturally 
degenerated). 

Cinema is basically like life after death. While Stalin lived he found 
himself in an indecipherable continuum, approximate, mythical and 
violently physical at the same time, ambiguous and mendacious: after his 
death this continuum was concentrated outside of time, in a fixed series of 
moral acts: that is, what the communists call, euphemistically and 
classicistically, Stalin's "crimes". 

Montage is therefore very similar to the choice that death makes of the 
acts of life by placing them outside of time. 

I have said - yes, several times again, but always hastily - that Cinema is 
similar to the «Langue» while Films correspond to the «Paroles»: in a 
context of strict Saussurean observance, this means that only Films (as only 
Paroles) exist, in practice and concretely, while Cinema (like Langue) does 
not exist: it is simply an abstract and normalizing deduction that starts from 
the concrete existence of the infinite Films (like Paroles). 

Now - and here is the new idea which is the reason why I wrote this note 
- while the Langue deduced by abstraction from the Paroles is always a 
linguistic fact, even if it exists as a pure hypothesis and subsequent 
codification, the Cinema deduced from the various Films it is no longer a 
cinematic fact. THE LANGUE OF FILMS (I.E. CINEMA) IS REALITY 
ITSELF! 

Let's take from Rimbaud, opening it at random, «Les Chercheuses de 
poux»: they are words of a stylistic system (even if it is simply a title), 
which we recognize through the cognitive code that we possess of that 


written-spoken «Langue» which is French: but if we see in the sublime Man 
of Aran a woman and a boy on some rocks, we recognize them because the 
cognitive code of reality tout court comes into operation in us. 

Therefore, let's add a new clarification to our semiological ravings: 
Cinema as Langue is the very reality that is represented. 


The New American Cinema - which I had previously held in high regard 
for, given my love for the New Left - seen here in Rome, disappointed me 
greatly. In the best case scenario - I would say Burkage - it is valid if seen 
within a partial context of historical reality, the typically New York one - 
which, it is true, is at the center of the world. In the worst case scenario — I 
won't name any names — it's a cinema for boarders. But apart from this 
value judgment of mine, which can certainly be wrong, I would like to 
observe that the idea through which the authors of New Cinema delude 
themselves into destroying conventional time is_ entirely a 
misunderstanding. First of all, they believe they can make the substantial 
non-naturalism of cinema coincide with the conventionality of the editing 
of commercial Hollywood cinema: with this they make their polemical 
objective partial and secondary. The non-naturalism of cinema time is 
instead substantial to all possible films. Secondly, they make the wrong idea 
of time of a petty bourgeois coincide with the wrong idea of time of all 
humanity: and here too they are wrong, because even the most idiotic and 
Nazi of the petty bourgeoisie, basing his life on illusion of the passage of 
time, does something moving and sublime, like Einstein himself. Thirdly, 
the idea of time that they contrast with that which they consider 
conventional is an idea taken too generically from the Indian philosophies 
that Ginsberg came into fashion with: and the result is that they make an 
arbitrary and amateurish reversal of the time, making films that look like 
calendars whose pages are scrolled rapidly under the thumb - you can 
glimpse blue skies with black twigs, New York with snow, a good black 
man getting off the subway, girls dancing dances from the past fashion in a 
month etc. etc. That is, they arbitrarily try to violate those "living syntagms" 
which are the figural language with which reality expresses itself by 
representing itself: but they violate them, as in all the avant-gardes that 
proclaim themselves as such, by poets who do not live, made dead by the 
idea of to be poets. 


I said above how death brings about a rapid synthesis of the past life, and 
the retroactive light that it reflects on this life selects the essential points, 
making them mythical or moral acts outside of time. Now, this is how a life 
becomes a story. 

As for me, I continue to believe in the cinema that narrates, that is, in the 
convention whereby editing selects the significant and valuable features 
from the infinite sequence shots that can be shot. But I was also the first to 
explicitly speak of "cinema of poetry". However, when speaking about 
cinema of poetry, I always meant talking about narrative poetry. The 
difference was technical: instead of the narrative technique of the novel, of 
Flaubert or Joyce, the narrative technique of poetry. Watch the Man of Aran 
montage. Here, you will have an idea of the editing bent to a narrative 
technique of cinema of poetry: even of a Hesiod poem, as the hagiographers 
say. Even Godard's Parisian stories of interiors, bedrooms or bars are 
mounted with a narrative technique typical of poetry. Naturally it would be 
idiotic to seek precise and codifiable limits between certain cinema of prose 
and certain cinema of poetry... 

Now, what I wonder, following the wrong experiments of the avant- 
garde, is whether a cinema of non-narrative poetry is not possible: of 
poetry-poetry, or, as they say, lyric poetry. It's possible? 

I will close my note on this question, but not without first trying to pose 
the real terms of the problem. It is not possible to make a cinema of poetry 
(ouch, let's call it that), lyric, simply by exaggerating the technique of 
cinema of narrative poetry. By exasperating Cassavetes or Godard, one 
makes Cassavetes bad, or the quatriduan Godard. The thing you can ask 
yourself is this. Sometimes reality itself is poetic. The other evening we 
were talking about these things in an open-air restaurant, with Moravia, and 
other friends, when a player arrived (unseen, secretly) and began to play his 
mandolin. Well, it was such a poetic thing that everyone, in their hearts, felt 
lost, had to push back the emotion, intellectualize it and express it. At that 
moment, reality as a non-sign language — that is, a mandolin player as a 
figural symbol of himself — that is, once again a mandolin as a living 
syntagm — was poetic. Would capturing such moments and reproducing 
them be the lyrical poetry of cinema? But in this case, once again, just as 
the Semiology of Reality is identified with that of Cinema (indeed, as we 
have seen, Cinema as Langue is nothing other than reality itself), so the 
poetry of reality is one and the same thing with the one reproduced in the 


cinema? But wasn't the mandolin player in time - in the time of an outdoor 
dinner - and therefore in a real time, in the illusion of real time, in a life that 
already had the characteristics of a story? 

In Montreal — I read — we see new technical cinematographic 
experiments. Perhaps that is the path of poetry-poetry cinema? But what 
horror! In the future, can the poetry of cinema only be expressionistic, 
macro-pop, deforming, gigantic, anguished, hallucinogenic? What about 
mandolin players? And the face of a good dog from Moravia who listens to 
them, contrite over a plate of chicory? Oh, I have no regrets: those who love 
reality too much, like me, ultimately hate it, rebel and send it to hell. But I 
don't believe in a cinema of lyric poetry obtained through editing and the 
exasperation of technique. 


LA «GAG» IN CHAPLIN 


The "gag" is generally a stylistic process that aims to make the action 
automatic: a bit like the mask in the theater of art aims to make the 
character automatic. 

The "gag" and the "mask" move between two poles (between two 
diametrically opposed uses); on the one hand they can reach maximum 
automatism by transforming the action and the character into an abstraction 
that counts as an element of a non-natural representation; on the other hand, 
through the synthesis that they operate, necessarily, I would say technically, 
they make the humanity of an action or a character essential, presenting 
them in their lightning-fast and inspired moment, which gives them reality 
at its peak ( and the context is therefore, albeit without any naturalistic 
edge, realistic). 

Generally "gags" are scattered throughout films, interrupting a different 
type of narrative technique. Only silent comedy films consist only of gags. 
They are therefore a technical and stylistic phenomenon in themselves. 
Chaplin's cinema is like no other cinema: it is another universe. 

In Chaplin's cinema there is not everything that is in other films. 
Compared to the rest of cinema, Chaplin's films can only be defined by 
subtraction, in a sort of negative phenomenology. I am speaking of course 
about silent films: in Chaplin's spoken films this absolute originality no 
longer exists: in common with the other films there are the dialogues: which 
are the negation of the "gags". In spoken films, therefore, the "gags" can no 
longer constitute the only stylistic structure, but alternate with another 
structure, which is the audiovisual one, in which mime or pure physical 
presence and oral word are integrated, and therefore cannot avoid those 
"bits of naturalism" that I was talking about, and which are incompatible 
with the purely realistic syntheses of "gags". 


THINGS ARE NAMES 


There was, okay, a being who never-always yesterday-tomorrow is. 

It doesn't need anything: it doesn't love! 

Love is nothing but a small human need outside of any reality. 

Therefore: being is beyond all being. 

But we come to the crossroads where freedom was born. 

There is a camera in the world (!) that isn't called a camera for nothing. 

It is the "Reality Eater", or the "Eye-Mouth", as you like. 

He doesn't just watch Joaquim with his father and mother in the Favela. 

He watches it and plays it. 

He speaks it through himself and his parents. 

In playback — on screens or screens — 

I decipher it (mestizo? Portuguese? Indian? Dutch? black?) 

as in reality. 

None other are the eyes, the mouth, the cheekbones, the chin, the skin; 

I trace his origins from Northern Brazil and his ancestors... 

You understand me. 

He on the screen or laboratory screen is language. 

If I decipher it as language on this screen or screen 

and if not otherwise you will decipher it in that reality, real day 

of the end of March 1970 in the Favela on the Barra road — 

Therefore the language of «Mangiareality» is a brother language 

to that of Reality. 

Illusion, yes, illusion, here and there: what 

whoever speaks through that language is a Being who exists and does not 
love. 


USE 


I have long had the ambition to write a "Philosophy" of cinema, 
consisting in the overturning of nominalism: not "nomina sunt res" but "res 
sunt nomina". If there is a deciphering of reality there must a fortiori be an 
encryption; if there is a decipherer, a cipher. 

Let's take this Joaquim: he presents himself to my eyes, in an 
environment (Barra beach, under Corcovado), and expresses himself, first 
with the pure and simple physical presence, his body; then with mimicry 
(the way of walking that is not only expressive in itself, but made 
specifically so to communicate certain things and in a certain way to the 
observer), finally with oral language. But these three means of his 
expression are but three moments of a single language: the language of the 
living Joaquim. 

Who was Joaquim's cipher? Because there is no doubt that the «res» 
Joaquim is a word or a set of words (nomen), of which I am the decipherer. 

Now we transport the body of Joaquim, with his yellowish-brown skin, 
his hair cut short like a soldier, his plebeian flesh, pure from infantilism and 
malnutrition, his obvious sexual violence, the poverty of his clothes, etc. 
etc. — from the reality of Barra beach to the screen. 

Let's assume that this screen is that of the cinema and not that of a film: 
and therefore it is an infinite sequence shot as subjective to the observer. 
Given this, is there perhaps any difference in my way of deciphering 
Joaquim in reality and on the screen? 

Both there and here Joaquim is «res», but the «res» is a «nomen» because 
as such it must be heard or read or deciphered. There remains, I repeat, the 
mystery of the Cipher. A Catholic would say God, who expresses himself 
through the infinite polysemy of an infinity of "things like words" 
(including the written-spoken human language). (Nominalism concerns 
only the written-spoken language, as an archaic and magical operation, then 
fixed in a convention - which has not lost its evocative characteristics.) 

In short, reality (spied on by cinema) is a "whole" whose structure is the 
structure of a language. 

My ambition would be to make an organic study - collecting all the 
scattered threads of semiology - on reality as language ("set of significant 


res"). 

I called cinema the "written language of action", thus giving reality an 
ontologically pragmatic physiognomy; now, in this unachievable project, 
my intention would be to depragmatise reality understood as a set of "res" 
that arrange themselves and evolve, eternally in motion, over time, as 
"actions" albeit elementary (even an immobile stone on the riverbed, as a 
"significant res", it moves in time: its material presence in front of the 
decipherer is a "duration", the infinitesimal fragment of its very long 
history: deciphering is also a succession that follows the (the occurrence of 
things, from the most elementary, such as the "trait" of the telluric existence 
of a stone, or an inextricably complex political event such as the 
assassination of Kennedy - Joaquim's "speaking body" is the average case). 

The theorization of this pragmatic relationship of the decipherer with the 
decipherable remains for now a project, a frustrating gap in my work. 

But I would like to ask another question. 

Assuming that everything I have said here is reliable, and is a hypothesis 
to be taken into consideration (reality as a language whose words are 
things), it is clear that in our everyday life everything with which we have a 
relationship is "a sign of himself". Joaquim on Barra beach was a "sign of 
himself", which I, for better or worse, deciphered in a pragmatic report. 

Living Joaquim is a sign of himself, as every res is nomen, that is, a sign. 

A sign, in terms of expressiveness, is as good as another sign: any 
hierarchy between signs is unjust, unjustifiable. 

On a communicative level this is so obvious that it is useless to talk about 
it. 

Let us therefore make the great leap (which very few of those who 
discuss or argue with these researches of mine are able to make, or be aware 
of): we move from the purely linguistic (or rather semiological) level to the 
aesthetic one. 

We transport the «Joaquim sign» from a communicative context to an 
expressive context; from the level of language to that of metalanguage, 
from «langue» to «parole». I've been clear? 

Now therefore the «res significante Joaquim» no longer appears to me on 
the cinema screen (see above) but on the screen where a film is projected. 

Here too he is a sign of himself, but his function is not purely 
instrumental, but rather aesthetic. 


Exactly like taking the name (the proper name of a singular male person) 
Joaquim and reading it instead of in a purely instrumental prose, in a poem. 

In both the first and second cases the "signs" undergo a semantic 
transubstantiation. Instead of satisfying an expectation, they disappoint it 
(Jakobson). 

If it is absurd to establish hierarchies between "signs" in the 
communicative field, it is equally absurd to establish hierarchies between 
"signs" in the expressive field. 

The «res Joaquim» as a connotation has no rivals in value; and so the 
«res Joaquim» as a denotation. (The same thing happens with the «word 
Joaquim)». ) 

What does the semantic transubstantiation of a sign consist of when it 
passes from the communicative field to the expressive field? It consists 
especially in his infinitely greater disposition towards polysemy. 

Many intelligent people (last in chronological order Chiaromonte) affirm 
that a «res» at the cinema (they mean in a film — empirical, in this field, as 
they are) is irremediably monosemic: it is what it 1s, without leaving room 
for viewer's imagination. 

Whoever says this does not take into account: 

a) That reality is a language, and even in real life, as a pragmatic 
dialogue between us and things (including our body), nothing is ever rigidly 
monosemic: on the contrary, almost everything is enigmatic because it is 
potentially polysemic. Furthermore, reality also has its contexts - its 
relationships of contiguity and similarity - which produce transformation of 
meaning in the objects of which they are composed. Joaquim in the context 
of the beach is a different sema and semanteme than Joaquim in the shack 
of the Favela. Furthermore, even apart from subjecti (on the part of the 
decipherer) there are different states of mind which modify the meaning of 
the objects to be deciphered. Joaquim on the beach or in the Favela has a 
different meaning for me than he has for Chiaromonte. From this we deduce 
a polysemy and therefore a "natural" (pragmatic) enigmatic nature in 
Things. You can write or read poetry simply by living. 

b) That in a film (art language: metalanguage of a «langue» which like all 
«langues» is purely deduced) there are contexts consciously desired by the 
aesthetic function. Such contexts transform the nature of a sign; as in 
reality, even in a film, Joaquim on the beach and Joaquim in the shack of 
the Favela are two different seeds and semanthems, and not only as in the 


cinema, due to the inevitability of the "code", but due to the expressive 
freedom of the "message". Joaquim as a «sign» in an aesthetic context has 
the characteristics of all the other «signs» (especially the verbal ones: but 
also the figurative or musical ones: no one ever thinks of saying that the 
«Mona Lisa» or a phrase from « Magic flute" are compulsions, monosemic 
signs, material impositions that impair the imaginative freedom of the 
recipient). I could maliciously deduce that anyone who feels forced by a 
«res» (especially if human) in a film, understanding this significant «res» as 
a mutilation of his freedom to interpret — suffers from this mutilation, in 
reality, even in his relationships with that same "res" in life: his inhibitions 
are stronger than his capacity for aesthetic judgment. For example, I don't 
like the "Mona Lisa" as a physical apparition: if I met a woman like that in 
reality, she would be indifferent or unpleasant to me: but my physiognomic 
idiosyncrasy - or whatever - does not generally prevent me from using my 
freedom of aesthetic judgement: even if in painting the signs (iconic, and 
therefore neither symbolic nor conventional) are quantitatively less 
multipurpose than in literature. In cinema they are perhaps even less so than 
in painting: but everyone has to deal with themselves regarding their own 
idiosyncrasies and their own blocks when faced with human types or kinds 
of things. Montage establishes contexts in which the relationship of 
contiguity and similarity is analogous to that of any other art language: in 
such contexts the material object, a sign of itself, becomes polysense: and if 
its decipherment on a purely linguistic level is analogous to that of its 
decipherment on the level of reality (the code is the same), its 
interpretability on the aesthetic level is instead a monstrum, and enjoys the 
same guarantees of unreliability and happy "suspense" as in symbolic 
languages (which, not forget, they are always evocative, and evoke for each 
person the reality that he knows). 

Rather: I can no longer escape this objection: «You say that the res- 
nomen of cinema is decoded through the same code as the res-nomen of 
reality; is this really true? The res-nomen in reality is right there, physically, 
while the res-nomen in cinema is reproduced; furthermore, in reality you 
are immersed in the same environment that the res-nomen you decipher, 
while in the cinema you find yourself in a different environment: the 
screening room, where smell, climate and tactile relationship are denied to 
you". 


I have always said that the code of reality is analogous to that of cinema: 
and cinema is an abstraction, which practically materializes in individual 
films, of which I alone have experience and of which I only know that they 
are formed by res-nomina , reproduced, without smell, without climate, 
without the possibility of being touched. But these characteristics seem to 
me more typical of cinema as an "art language" than of cinema as a 
language tout court (exactly like the lack of speech in silent cinema: which, 
in practice, in films presents itself as nothing more or less than a simple 
metrical-prosodic restriction). In short, the characteristic of cinema as it 
materializes in films is that of having a different "time" and "space" than in 
reality: this is above all a guarantee of "artisticness" in cinema as a 
"metalanguage": it is the author who chooses the passages of time (the real 
duration of an entire action, or the synthetic leap: from the image of a 
person being born to the image of the same person dying); it is the author 
who chooses the spaces of a shot and the spatial relationships between one 
shot and another. It is here that the fanatics of literature (of the system of 
conventional and symbolic signs) could find an equivalent of that freedom 
that they attribute to the word alone: in the inclusions and exclusions of 
times and spaces (always evidently calculable and potentially "traits" of an 
identifiable and analyzable system) is compensated for that amount of 
inevitability that «as a code» remains in the framed objects; it is a 
"metonymic" freedom that unleashes the "message" in the intermittences of 
time and space, of infinitesimal duration, between shot and shot. 


THE NON-VERBAL AS OTHER VERBALITY 


It is always said that not all thought is verbal. But perhaps due to the 
scarcity of my information, the incompleteness of my hasty readings, I have 
NEVER come across a definition of "non-verbal". 

Can I manage to look for something that resembles this missing 
definition? 

For some time I have been talking about a cinematographic deciphering 
code similar to that of deciphering reality. This implies the definition of 
reality as Language. 

The book of the world, the book of nature; the prose of pragma; the 
poetry of life: they are clichés that precede a "general semiology of reality 
as language" in the wild prehistory. 

I have in front of me, in my garden in EUR, a small oak tree: it is part of 
the reality that speaks, it is a cipher. The relationship is direct. I can speak 
of this oak to another; and therefore use the written-spoken medium. This 
written-spoken medium is part of reality; in a general Semiology, on the 
latter, languages would occupy the place of one of its many elements etc., 
no more, no less, etc. 

But strange: man has always dissociated written-spoken language from 
Reality. In the long history of cults, every object of reality has been 
sacralized: this has never happened to language. The language never 
appeared as a hierophany. 

Only in the heart of bourgeois civilization was a truly constant and 
important metalinguistic awareness born: and in fact the language became 
sacralized, albeit remaining in the literary sphere, and not spreading into the 
religious one - apart from a generic mystical appearance. I'm talking about 
symbolism, hermeticism and in general all the avant-gardes of the second 
half of the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century. 

The metalinguistic consciousness that somehow, for the first time, 
sacralized language was a classist entropy phenomenon: it was a 
phenomenon entirely experienced within the bourgeoisie. 


The working class and Marxism remained alien to this sacralization; they 
took rationality from the bourgeoisie, not the mystical irrationality of the 
"protesting" avant-gardes. 

Therefore, for the working class and the Marxist ideology, language 
remained a simple function: and there was the awareness of it that it has 
always had: the idea of a means of communication (perhaps even of the 
sacred). 

However, during all the long centuries in which there has been no "thing" 
or "phenomenon" of reality that has not known the glory of the tabernacle, 
language has always been considered the main instrument of such a 
relationship with reality. Magical formula, prayer and miraculous 
identification with the thing indicated. Language has never lost its 
"evoking" character: of which there has been a purely instrumental 
awareness. 

As far as I know, all "scientific" linguistics, up to and including 
structuralism, with the great De Saussure etc., in defining the relationship 
between sign and meaning, has always ignored the original magical 
moment; naturally, linguistics is a science, and a science of the nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries - when Racism in its pure and innocent state 
etc. was still in force. — the great Europe — the great white bourgeoisie etc. — 
the magic was all colour. 

What does the "sign" do to the "signified": does it "signify" it? It's a 
tautology. Does it indicate it? It's not scientific. Do you identify with it? It's 
an old argument between «nomen» and «res» etc. etc. 

In reality there is no "meaning": because meaning is also a sign. 

Allow me the freedom of the poet who freely says free things! 

Yes, this oak tree that I have in front of me is not the "meaning" of the 
written-spoken sign "oak": no, this physical oak tree here in front of my 
senses 1s itself a sign: certainly not a written-spoken sign, but iconic-living 
or whatever else you want to define it. 

So, essentially, the "signs" of verbal languages do nothing more than 
translate the "signs" of non-verbal languages: or, in this case, the signs of 
written-spoken languages do nothing more than translate the signs of the 
Language of Reality. 

The place where this translation takes place is interiority. 

Through the translation of the written-spoken sign, the non-verbal sign, 
i.e. the Object of Reality, recurs, evoked in its physicality, in the 


imagination. 

The non-verbal therefore is nothing other than another verbality: that of 
the Language of Reality. 

Whether I use writing or cinema, I simply evoke the Language of Reality 
in its physicality, by translating it. 

To whom, however, I always give primacy. This is every author's Fas- 
Nefas. 

By reading my "monologuing" verses, through the verbal, a reader is 
therefore faced with the non-verbal (including the verbal that I adopt to 
communicate or evoke). 

In every written text and in every spoken proposition (and not only in the 
screenplay), there is therefore a structure that wants to become another 
structure; that is, we have the process from the structure of the written- 
spoken language to the structure of the language of the "recalled" Reality, 
with all that is regressive that this implies. 

In fact, when I say "oak" I regress to that first structure of language 
which is the Language of Reality, and then advance into the field of other- 
my imagination, where the oak "sign of the language of Reality" is 
reconstituted as evoked physicality ( or remembered). 

The process is as follows: oak as a sign of the Language of Reality — 
«oak» as a written-spoken sign that translates it — oak as a sign of the 
Language of imagined Reality. 

Written-spoken languages are translations by evocation; audio-visual 
languages (cinema) are translations for reproduction. 

Translated Language, therefore, is always the non-verbal language of 
Reality. 


CINEMA AND ORAL LANGUAGE 


The image and the word, in cinema, are one and the same: a topos. It 
depends on the location of the spectator to perceive it as a single thing or a 
thing (little or very) divided and dissociated. Sometimes the distance that 
divides the crack of thunder from the light of lightning seems incredible: 
that 1s, so much diachrony between image and sound seems incredible. I 
saw the wonderful Tales of the Pale August Moon dubbed, and the words 
dubbed by Japanese had nothing to do with the people speaking: they 
happened in two absolutely different times. But we must not be fooled by 
these extreme cases, nor by the more normal cases, that 1s, by the majority 
of cases (films, especially in Italy, precisely because of the dubbing, are 
always spoken badly: and the thunder is a kind of regurgitation or of yawn 
who limps behind the lightning). In reality, the phenomenon of lightning 
and thunder is a unique atmospheric phenomenon: that is, cinema is 
audiovisual. 

I understand the enchantment of the rhetorical idea of cinema as pure 
image. Indeed, I even make silent films myself, with indescribable pleasure. 
But making silent cinema is nothing but a metrical restriction, as for 
example, in poetry, the third rhyme, which infinitely reduces the possibility 
of speaking the speakable, while immeasurably increasing the possibility of 
speaking the unspeakable. The (antiquated) defenders of silent cinema as 
the only "optimum", or rather, in conclusion as a "norm", precisely 
rhetorical - attribute, in cinema, to the word, naturally ORAL, an ancillary 
function. As for example in melodrama. The words of La Traviata, they say, 
are silly and ridiculous, aesthetically not only worthless, but indeed almost 
offensive to good taste: yet this counts for nothing. It's the music that 
counts, they say. This statement seems so full of common sense, and yet it 
is completely nonsensical. Whoever says this ignores the "ambiguity" of the 
poetic word: the unavoidable contrast in it between "sense" and "sound". 
The poem is (Valery, quoted by Jakobson) «une exitation prolongée entre le 
sens et le son». Therefore every poem is metalinguistic, because every 
poetic word is an unfinished choice between its phonic value and its 


semantic value. The reversal of the relationships between contiguity and 
similarity (again Jakobson) multiplies immeasurably the polysemy of the 
poetic word. 

In conclusion: in every poem there is inevitably what is called "semantic 
dilation". This is pushed to paroxysm in the symbolist poets, for example: 
but it is a phenomenon traceable in all the poetic languages of the world. It 
is the sound (pronounced aloud or heard in the head, just as a musician 
hears music by reading the score) that derails, deforms, propagates the 
meaning along other paths. Now music applied to words 1s only the extreme 
case of what I said. Music destroys the "sound" of the word and replaces it 
with another: and this destruction is the first operation. Once it replaces the 
sound of the word, it then carries out its "semantic dilation": and what a bit 
of semantic dilation there is in the words of La Traviata! If the sound of the 
word "naked" can expand the meaning of the word itself towards the 
"clouds", and create something that lies between the meaning "naked body" 
and the meaning "cloudy sky", imagine what it can do with the same word, 
a C from the chest! 

Words are therefore not at all ancillary in melodrama: they are very 
important and essential. Except that the hesitation between sense and sound, 
in them, has the appearance of an option for the choice of sound: and this 
sound, then, has been replaced by a sound that is other than the phonic one, 
and which, being infinitely more sound, has infinitely greater possibilities 
of making semantic dilations. In cinema the word (apart from the less 
relevant cases of "signs" or "opening credits") must be considered in its 
ORAL aspect. This is what makes those who have not had the opportunity 
to read at least Morris lose their minds. And therefore they are convinced 
that language is a privileged system in itself, and not one of the many 
possible systems of signs. Now, for centuries of history we have been 
accustomed to giving aesthetic evaluations exclusively on the WRITTEN 
word. It alone seems worthy of being not only poetic, but also simply 
literary. However, since in cinema the word is ORAL, it is naturally seen as 
a product of little value, or even despised. I would have liked to see these 
habits listening to the ORAL word of Homer, when he said his poems, in 
times when neither writing nor printing were invented. Oh, of course, 
judgment was more difficult: just as now it is more difficult to understand 
whether a verse is good or bad if heard from the voice of an actor: because 
the actor's voice and his interpretation are involved. Jakobson, I think, also 


had an actor pronounce the word "Good evening" about forty times with 
about forty different meanings. 

This does not mean that ORAL poetry has the right to exist, indeed, it 
exists. Aesthetes have gone crazy for years trying to find the difference 
between the written word of the theatrical text (written and therefore 
literary) and the spoken word of the play; how now they go crazy trying to 
find the difference between the written word of the screenplay and the 
cinematic representation. It is only semiology that can resolve these 
problems, with its descriptions of the different "sign systems", which in 
many cases lend themselves to each other to be the most elementary degree 
of the "double articulation" (see Umberto Eco ). 

An objective examination of the system of signs of cinema reveals to us 
first of all that it is audiovisual: image and sound are, as a historian of 
religions would say, a "two-unit". This is a semiological observation: what 
can an artist do with them ? Nothing. It is evidently a completely 
descriptive observation, made on what is there. An artist - who may very 
well know nothing about semiology - can instead say to himself: «What a 
wonderful opportunity! By making my characters speak instead of a 
naturalistic or purely informative language, only prudently endowed with 
points of expressiveness and liveliness - by making my characters speak, 
rather than this language, the metalanguage of poetry, I would resurrect oral 
poetry (which has been lost for centuries even in theatre) as a new 
technique, which cannot help but force a series of reflections: a) on the 
poetry itself, b) on its destination". 


UNPOPULAR CINEMA 


Premise. I find myself, like a schoolboy, carrying out a theme: «Freedom 
of the author and liberation of the spectators»: a theme dictated in the 
spiritualistic style of advanced pre-John Catholicism, and then updated, 
with authentic passion, in these last years, characterized by pragmatism. 
This style is therefore "ambiguous": it is placed precisely between 
spiritualistic genericity and pragmatic precision: and I, a somewhat 
confused student, find myself forced first of all (indeed perhaps 
exclusively) to carry out a metalinguistic examination on the topic that is 
given to do. 

There are four words in the theme: "freedom", "author", "liberation", 
"spectator". Let's examine them. 


1) «Freedom». After thinking about it carefully, I understood that this 
mysterious word means nothing else, ultimately, at the bottom of every 
bottom, than... "freedom to choose death". And this, there is no doubt, is 
scandalous, because living is a duty: on this the Catholics (life is sacred 
because God gave it to us) and the communists (we must live to fulfill our 
duty towards society) do not I agree? Even nature agrees: and, to help us be 
lovingly attached to life, it provides us with the "preservation instinct". 
Except that, unlike Catholics and communists, nature is ambiguous: and in 
fact here it also provides us with the opposite instinct, that is, that of the 
desire to die. This conflict, which is not contradictory - as our rational and 
dialectical mind would like - but oppositional and therefore not progressive, 
not capable of optimistic synthesis, takes place in the depths of our soul: in 
the unknowable depths, as is well known. But the "authors" are the ones in 
charge of making this conflict as manifest and explicit as they can. In fact, 
they have the lack of tact and the inopportuneness necessary to reveal in 
some way that they "desire to die" and therefore fail to comply with the 
rules of the instinct of conservation: or, more simply, to fail in 
CONSERVATION. Freedom is therefore a_ self-defeating attack on 
conservation. Freedom cannot be manifested otherwise than through a large 


or small martyrdom. And every martyr martyrs himself through the 
conservative executioner. 

To stay within our field - that of style - poetry, cinema - we can then say 
that every infringement of the code - an operation necessary for stylistic 
invention - is an infringement of Conservation: and therefore it is the 
exhibition of a self-harming act: for in which something tragic and 
unknown is chosen instead of something everyday and known (life). 

I would like to accentuate the word exhibition. The vocation to the 
wounds of martyrdom that the author makes to himself when he 
transgresses the instinct to preserve himself, replacing it with that of losing 
himself - makes no sense if it is not made explicit to the maximum: if it is 
not exhibited. In every author, in the act of inventing, freedom presents 
itself as an exhibition of the masochistic loss of something certain. In the 
inventive act, necessarily scandalous, he exposes himself - and precisely - 
to others: to scandal, to ridicule, to disapproval, to the sense of diversity, 
and why not?, to admiration, even if a little suspicious . In short, there is the 
"pleasure" that occurs in every realization of the desire for pain and death. 


2) «Author». If a creator of verses, novels, films finds silence, 
connivance or understanding in the society in which he operates, he is not 
an author. An author can only be a stranger in a hostile land: he in fact 
inhabits death rather than inhabiting life, and the feeling he arouses is a 
feeling, more or less strong, of racial hatred. 

Only those who believe in nothing (even if they delude themselves into 
believing in something) can have love for life (the only true love, I say, 
which can only be completely disinterested): it is therefore evident that an 
author loves life . But his love has only a few common and recognizable 
traits: a common and recognizable trait explained by the fact that he is, 
today, a petty-bourgeois among petty-bourgeois, and often he too has the 
petty-bourgeois illusion of the reality of the world and of history, and 
therefore of the duties to be loyally obeyed. But, whether he knows it or 
not, in reality he does not believe in anything, that is, he believes in the 
opposite of life: and it is this faith of his that he expresses by lacerating 
himself with wounds of testimony. And the disinterested love for life that 
derives from his total pessimism (although sometimes masked by petty- 
bourgeois idealism) can only have dark and unrecognizable traits, which 
spread around him a state of unease and panic, which can be overcome. 


only because ultimately all men are potential authors, that is, endowed with 
an unknown and unacknowledged death instinct, anti-conservative by 
definition. 


3) «Spectator». The spectator, for the author, is nothing but another 
author. And here he is definitely right, and not the sociologists, politicians, 
pedagogists etc. In fact, if the spectator were in a subordinate condition 
compared to the author - that is, if he were the unity of a mass 
(sociologists), or a citizen to be catechized (politicians) or a child to be 
educated (pedagogists) - then one could not even speak of an author, who is 
neither a social worker, nor a propagandist, nor a school teacher. Therefore, 
if we talk about works by authors, we must consequently talk about the 
relationship between author and recipient as a dramatic relationship 
between a democratically equal individual and individual. The spectator is 
not the one who does not understand, who is scandalized, who hates, who 
laughs; the spectator is the one who understands, who sympathizes, who 
loves, who is passionate. This spectator is just as scandalous as the author: 
both break the order of conservation which requires either silence or the 
relationship in a common and average language. 


4) «Liberation». This being the case, we cannot speak of the spectator's 
"liberation" either in the sociological sense (freedom from mass 
consumption), nor in the political sense (freedom from wrong ideas), nor in 
the pedagogical sense (freedom from ignorance). Indeed, in reality we 
couldn't even talk about "liberation", because the REAL spectator is already 
FREE. Rather, we should also speak of "spectator freedom"; and, in this 
case, this freedom should be defined. And in fact the "freedom" of the 
spectator, despite the latter being, as I said, equal to the author, and 
therefore taking advantage of his own freedom to die - that is, to sacrifice 
himself in the mixture of pleasure and pain in which the transgression of 
normality consists conservative — when he is a spectator, pragmatically 
dissociating his own figure from that of the author, he enjoys another type 
of freedom, which I cannot say whether it integrates or reverses the 
definition of freedom I gave above. 

The specific freedom of the spectator consists in ENJOYING THE 
FREEDOM OF OTHERS. 


In a certain sense, therefore, the spectator codifies the uncodifiable act 
performed by the author who invents, producing more or less serious 
wounds on himself, and with this asserting his freedom to choose the 
opposite of the regulatory life, and to lose what life orders us to save and 
conserve. 

The spectator, as such, enjoys the example of this freedom, and as such 
objectifies it: reinserts it into the speakable. But this happens outside of any 
"integration": in a certain sense outside of society (which in fact integrates 
not only the scandal of the author but also the scandalous understanding of 
the spectator). It is a relationship between individual and individual, which 
occurs under the ambiguous sign of instincts and under the religious (non- 
denominational) sign of charity. The negative and creative freedom of the 
author is brought back to the meaning - which it would like to lose - by the 
freedom of the spectator, since, I repeat, it consists in enjoying the freedom 
of others: an act which is actually indefinable, because it is holy, but which 
could be reduced to current terms, observing that it objectifies and - 
recognizes by sympathy the unobjectifiable and the unrecognizable. 


Examples: Godard, Straub, Rocha, etc. Every work of art is 
metalinguistic (Jakobson). Only the degree of metalinguistic awareness 
varies from author to author. By subverting the relationship between 
contiguity and similarity of discourse, the author achieves the infringement 
of the code which makes his message - in the eyes of the recipient - a 
"disappointed expectation". 

The stronger the author's metalinguistic awareness (I express myself 
simplistically), the more the relationships of contiguity and similarity are 
upset, and the more, therefore, the recipient's expectations are consciously 
and explicitly disappointed. 

A director working today - not only knows, but wants at all costs - to 
disappoint this expectation. 

The place in which he carries out the acts necessary for this 
disappointment (the infractions of the code, which, as we have seen, 
coincide with a subversion of the relationships between contiguity and 
similarity of the word) is editing. 

It is therefore in slow motion that the author's "freedom", conceived as 
sadomasochistic exhibitionism, which frees itself from the code through 


shame and defiance (which will be punished through scandal), manifests 
itself and must be analysed. 

To be clear about this operation, it is necessary to group the notions of 
"repression, modesty, linguistic convention" on the one hand, and the 
notions of "self-punishment, violation of modesty, linguistic freedom" on 
the other. 

Making the cinema of the cinema or «placing the problem of the film 
itself within the film» etc. it means nothing more than opting for an explicit 
metalinguistic consciousness: that is, directly opting for the disappointment 
of the recipient (the spectator whose freedom consists in "enjoying the 
freedom of others"). 

The practical consequence of this attitude was discrimination among the 
recipients. In fact, the latter became of two categories: category A enjoyed 
the sadomasochistic freedom of the directors, almost with participation in 
the orgy of transgressions, while category B (the enormous majority) was 
scandalized, refused, laughed, shouted, in short, covered the authors of that 
shame which they openly sought (self-punishment for the transgression of 
linguistic fraternity). 

Godard in front of the slow motion (and of course filming, too: an 
operation whose function was editing anyway), is like an unknown martyr 
who reveals his sin of heresy or betrayal of brotherhood in order to be 
martyred. In the moment of provocation, which in him was and is formal 
(also, and precisely in that denial of form that he is creating in his latest 
works), we are faced with a shot of abnormal duration, that is, one that goes 
beyond the limit of bearability as well as habit, it evidently operates on 
several levels: I) It wants to make people think of cinema, preventing the 
recipient from deluding themselves into thinking that they are simply in 
front of a film - or in any case a work of art to be accepted naturally ; II) He 
wants to hurt the recipient as an imbecile - that is, as an enemy of cinema - 
who in his blissful unconsciousness, has paid for his ticket to see "a film", if 
it is a second-class recipient (sadism towards the spectator , exercised with 
a sort of contempt; a smile of almost ascetic cruelty); III) It wants to create 
in the spectator (this time category A) the pleasure of suffering, "enduring" 
the martyrdom of an unnatural shot as a pleasure (sympathy with the author, 
as co-optation to martyrdom); IV) He wants to rightly suffer his own 
martyrdom, as the category B spectator, i.e. humanity who goes to the 


cinema, will not fail to decree it (which naturally implies the associated 
pleasure). 

The infringement of the code - freedom from cinema - implemented 
through the metalinguistic consciousness of the cinema code is therefore a 
sado-masochistic phenomenon that can be analyzed all too simply in the 
laboratory (nor do I, as a director, declare myself exempt from it: on the 
contrary)! 

That what I say is true is demonstrated by Godard's last events as an 
author, in which his personal case offers itself directly to analysis: he threw 
himself headlong into the void of martyrdom - a martyrdom without 
pleasure, because it was now experienced only as passive guilt. Che 
Guevara's words, publicized by the student "crowd", were fatal to him: that 
the intellectual should commit suicide is nonsense, it is a pure "ars rhetoric" 
clause, even a child would understand it. But Godard, more defenseless 
than a child, believed it: he made it a real problem. And rather than 
continue to martyr himself in front of the slow motion, to exhibit his 
metalinguistic wounds, as infringements of every cinematographic code, he 
has opted for the taken position of total denial: which as for this, is 
undoubtedly "pragma". Enough. I don't want to moralize. 

Straub did not suffer the blackmail of "leftism" like Godard, but he did 
suffer Godard's blackmail. 

In his latest film he took some non-professional actors, dressed them as 
ancient Romans, took them to the Aventine, in the midst of deafening 
traffic, forced them to learn the lines perfectly by heart, and then to recite 
them very quickly, in French (French pronounced absurdly). The result was 
a "play" given in a sort of "outdoor family play": meticulously, without 
throwing away a comma of the text, from top to bottom. Rigorous and 
crazy, the entire «Othon» was conceived «metalinguistically»: the guiding 
thought was: to make a film acted like a theatrical piece, from the first word 
to the last, just as a film shouldn't be. Hence the interminable scenes (even 
completely unadorned; in fact any ornament would have inevitably been 
"cinematic"; and, scholastic; in fact only diligent scholastic acting - and not 
refined professional - could have justified the ironic operation). Straub 
didn't work on the editing: the sadomasochistic self-punishment (here I am, 
a spectator to torture you; here I am, a spectator, letting myself be tortured) 
Straub completely deliriously did it in thinking and shooting the film, made 
up of a series of elementary sequence shots, simply stuck together in slow 


motion. The absence of editing is a provocative element: the freedom from 
the cinematographic code obtained by sacrificing oneself, by giving oneself 
to the beasts, by making oneself into "monsters", provocateurs and martyrs, 
owls and victims - it therefore tends violently towards the denial of cinema, 
towards an almost total disappointment, which if not suicide is still a kind 
of seclusion; an asceticism, not without humour, which abandons the world 
to its "imbecile" desire to lynch and its return to habits. 

Glauber Rocha also suffered avant-garde-leftist blackmail (as for me, I 
reserve the right to throw this stone), and «Antonio das Mortes» bears 
witness to this: the category A recipients took it behind the barricades, this 
time also followed by the fearful traditional communists, who have read in 
this film the schematic revolutionary claim with which they are satisfied. It 
must immediately be said that in Rocha, whose figurative imagination is not 
demonic, the provocation is pre-filmic: the camera behaves regularly, I 
would say classically; and so does the press in slow motion. I would say 
that the manipulated reality in front of the camera also behaves regularly, in 
part (some carnival dances of black people, the landscape, a duel, etc.): but 
here, suddenly, is the thirst for freedom «as a sadomasochistic affirmation 
of metalinguistic consciousness": 1t manifests itself, I repeat, pre-filmically, 
in scenes that are precisely... sadomasochistic (a kind of coitus on a bloody 
corpse) or in such voluntaristic epiphanies (the liberty woman dressed in 
purple) as to require and obtain said fact martyrdom. I must repeat the 
refrain: the spectators are hurt by the director "conscious of his language", 
and in turn they hurt the director (except for the privileged spectators who 
share with him the idea that the extremist scandal is necessary): so that the 
director can enjoy equally the pleasure and pain of martyrdom: testifying to 
one's "freedom from repression" as suicidal intoxication, defeatist vitality, 
didactic self-exclusion, exhibition of significant wounds. Are these 
"exempla", almost hagiographic, places of a reactionary writing? No: I 
myself experience in slow motion (or, first, filming) the almost sexual effect 
of breaking the code, as an exhibitionism of something violated (a feeling 
that is also felt when writing verses, but which cinema multiplies infinitely: 
a It is one thing to be martyred in a room and one thing to be martyred in 
the square, in a "spectacular death"): but the essential thing is to stay alive, 
and keep the code in force: suicide creates a void immediately filled by the 
worst quality of life; while the excessive transgression of the code ends up 
creating a kind of regret: the restorations are always based on a real fact, 


which is precisely the general regret of a code violated too badly and 
"extremely". The restoration of cinema underway today in Italy (Fellini, 
Visconti, the «Metello», the «Indagini» etc.) and throughout the world is 
due to a regret for the code; or to a codification of infractionist 
«extremisms»> (the graceful «Midnight cowboy», the unbearable «Easy 
rider» and all the new «poom American production). After all, can't we be 
extremists without being fanatics and terrorists? 


Another example: «underground» cinema. Every volunteer who seeks a 
significant death "as an exhibition" must go to the firing line specifically: 
there are no other places where he can rigorously implement his program. 

Only the hero's death is a spectacle; and only it is useful. 

The martyr-directors therefore, by self-determination, always find 
themselves, stylistically, in the line of fire: that is, on the front of linguistic 
transgressions. 

By provoking the code (i.e. the world that is its user), by exposing 
themselves, they end up getting what they aggressively want: being 
wounded and killed with the weapons that they themselves offer to the 
enemy. It is on this front that they realize their "freedom" - that of 
contradicting the norm of conservation to the extreme, and where the 
spectator realizes his own freedom: that of enjoying theirs. 

But there are some directors who, carried away by the heroic impetus, or 
by the incitement and applause of the "few" (who, by but evidently reading 
and to the letter, self-defeating, are the only ones who count) go beyond the 
front of transgressions. 

They cross the line of fire, and find themselves on the other side, in 
enemy territory; there, automatically, they are closed in a bag, or to 
continue the metaphor more brilliantly, herded into a concentration camp, 
which they then, as happens, equally automatically transform into a ghetto. 

Where everything has become transgression there is no longer any 
danger: the moment of struggle, the one in which one dies, is at the front. 

The victory over a transgressed rule immediately falls within the infinite 
possibility of modification and expansion that the code has. 

What is important is not the moment of realization of the invention, but 
the moment of the invention. Permanent invention; continuous struggle. 
Whoever has exceeded the limit at which the combat takes place has 
nothing left to risk. One of the last «underground» films, presented to the 


«few», that of Bussotti («Rara») is, for example, a film that gives the author 
no possibility of demonstrative martyrdom. The transgressions of the film 
do not take place on the barricades, but in the opposite background, inside 
the concentration camp where everything is transgression, and the enemy 
has disappeared: he is fighting elsewhere. 

We must therefore (extremely or not) force ourselves not to go too far, to 
interrupt the victorious momentum towards martyrdom; and continually 
return back to the line of fire; only in the moment in which one fights (that 
is, one invents, applying one's freedom to die in defiance of Conservation), 
only in the moment in which one is face to face with the rule to be broken, 
and Mars is ahead, under the In the shadow of Thanatos, one can touch 
upon the revelation of the truth, or of totality, or in short of something 
concrete: once the transgression has been carried out - which is realized in a 
new invention - that is, in a new constituted reality - the truth, or totality, or 
that Something concrete, becomes null and void because it cannot be 
experienced or stabilized in any way. In fact, this is why Power, all Power, 
is bad, whether it preserves institutions or establishes new ones. If a Power 
that is "less worse" than the others is conceivable, this could only be a 
Power that, in preserving or reconstituting the norm, took into account the 
appearances or possible reappearances of Reality. 


THE CODE OF CODES 


A young blond man, dear Eco, advances towards you. You can't smell it. 
Maybe because he doesn't have any; or because he is far away, or because 
other smells form a diaphragm between you and him, or perhaps because 
you have a cold. Strange, because he should have a certain smell on him. 
He 1s blond, I tell you: but his blond is slightly sooty, as if streaked with 
ancestral patinas, neglected and excluded from the barbaric and bourgeois 
blond of the great rich countries of the North. He wouldn't be considered 
racially blond. A twist, perhaps, of fate. Or perhaps some horn of some of 
his good heartbreaking mother from the unknown family tree (Degli 
Esposti, Degli Innocenti, Degli Angeli, Dei Morti di Hunger), perpetrated 
with some soldier of foreign soldiers, hired and cold. 

This blond hair is too much, it looks like a hat; but the wind has undone 
that hat, and a tall plume remains which (now that the wind has dropped) 
forms a small monument out of proportion to the small face. The small face 
has lost eyes. They must be brown, but yearning makes them opaque, and it 
seems like filling them with the yellow of old proletarian evils. With that 
yellow and speckled gaze, he looks around, with mobility, so to speak, still. 
He is shocked by his heartbeat. The worry of being there keeps him 
suspended, hanging like a coat hanger. This impression is also increased by 
the clothes he wore. It is a blue jacket with gold buttons, from which he 
dangles, after having been twisted around his neck, a long handkerchief, or 
a cheeky multicolored scarf. The legs under the sailor's coat are small. The 
poor trousers. He has ankle boots on his feet. A crumpled book protrudes 
from his jacket pocket. The paleness of the face, the popular features, the 
contrast between the dirty and sooty blonde of the hair with the brown 
pallor of the skin, the flamboyant poverty of the clothing, the smallness of 
the legs: everything makes one think of a Neapolitan; perhaps to a young 
man who comes from the province of Naples: let's say from the land of the 
Mazzoni. Yes, of peasant race (in a hinterland not far from the sea) rather 
than a sailor. But that book sticking out of his jacket (a cheap edition of 
Dante)? And that lost look, whose insecurity is not masked by shyness and 


hatred, as in poor immigrants? In fact he approaches you, and, as if you 
were transparent, murmurs towards you: "I love Benedetta". 


In describing this young man in F.I. who comes towards you and 
pronounces a sentence, as you can see I used the sign system of our written 
language. If I had met you at some conference in Frascati or Palermo, I 
would have used the sign system of our spoken language. 

What you didn't understand is whether I described Jerry Malanga to you 
in this way in reality, or Jerry Malanga in a film. 

You will say I cheated. No. I gave an analytical but not technical 
description. I actually used - with metaphorical ambiguity, for honesty - the 
term "script", F.I. 

By now I have repeated many times that the Code of Reality and the 
Code of Cinema (of cinematographic langue, which does not exist, only 
films-paroles exist) are the same Code. 

It is in the name of this code that I approach almost experimentally the 
identification of Jerry Malanga, or, at least of «a Neapolitan who 
immigrated to America and returned to Italy with an attitude in which 
Neapolitan folklore and beat folklore have strange points in common". This 
whole second definition is - from a lively and artistic aspect - the product of 
a cognitive code, which serves me both to recognize the real and the 
cinematic Malanga. 

Well no. It's a joke I played on you. Malanga in F.I. which I described to 
you in a "lively" style is neither the Malanga of reality (street or living 
room) nor the Malanga of the screen. 

What is Malanga, then? 

I won't tell you, because I want to continue the joke. 

I'll tell you later, forcing you, for now, to follow the thread of my 
reasoning. 

In your book, splendid in its clarity (and hopefully not only useful to the 
lucky Florentine students it receives) «Notes for a Semiology of Visual 
Communications», there are some preliminary observations to make. 

A) You analyze a potentially infinite series of cognitive codes: whose 
first and simplest units are sometimes the last and most complex of an 
underlying code, so to speak. Several times you seem to arrive at the 
analysis of the most UNDERLYING of all the codes. And there you stop. 
One therefore has the impression that your book was written on the edge of 


a ravine. You don't lean beyond that edge. You touch it and go back, after 
throwing a distracted glance at it. This code, the most UNDERLYING of 
all, is the one that concerns sensorial perception, which you refer to 
psychology, I think, or I don't know which specific science, thus presenting 
it in your book as a fact, to be explored and questioned. elsewhere. 

I leaf through the book and I could list all or almost all the points at 
which you stop, giving notice of the existence of the relationship of 
sensorial reception of physical reality, on which then falls the profound 
silence, precisely, of an abyss. 

B) On page 142, dealing with my amateur observations with a patience 
for which I am very grateful (see the rudeness of some university 
professors), you write: «These observations would also liquidate Pasolini's 
idea of a cinema as a semiology of reality, and the his persuasion that the 
elementary signs of cinematographic language are the real objects 
reproduced on the screen (persuasion, we now know, of singular 
semiological naivety [the emphasis is mine] and which contrasts with the 
most elementary aims of semiology, which is to possibly reduce the facts of 
nature to phenomena of culture, and not of tracing facts of culture to 
phenomena of nature)". 

Dear Eco, things are exactly the opposite of how you interpret them. 
There is no doubt that I am naive: and indeed, since I am not - with all the 
violence of a maniac even in not wanting to be - a petty bourgeois - I am 
not afraid of naivety: I am happy to be naive, and even maybe sometimes 
ridiculous. 

But this was certainly not what you meant: you said "naivety" as a 
euphemism for "naivety". I would also be willing to accept naivety (which 
exists), but not in this case. Because all my chaotic pages on this topic (the 
code of cinema equals the code of reality, in the context of a General 
Semiology) tend to bring Semiology to the definitive culturization of nature 
(I have repeated seven or eight times that a General Semiology of reality 
would be a philosophy that interprets reality as language). That is, I would 
like it to go all the way. I wouldn't want to stop on the edge of the abyss 
where you stop. That is, I would not want any dogma to have any value: 
while at least two dogmas remain unconsciously consecrated in you: the 
dogma of semiology as it is, and the dogma of secularism. 


I am absolutely secular, as a child I ran away from doctrine lessons, I am 
not confirmed, my father was not a believer, my mother, a believer in a 
world full of fossil sweetness, never even forced me to do the duty of mass. 
Not even anticlericalism, therefore in the family (hence possible mystical 
revivals). I am also quite rational, so that even if I had to rebel against the 
omnipotence and omnipresence of reason as a myth of the bourgeoisie (see 
Goldmann) I would do so by gently reasoning. 

Let us therefore suppose, per absurdum - I underline "per absurdum" - 
that a God exists. That is, let us cultivate nature in the only way that is 
previously possible. And let's dedicate no more than half a page to this 
fatuous question. 

If the God of Confessions existed, what would semiologists say about 
"sema"? And Jakobson, could he still say that "objects" (those famous 
natural objects, or things, such as stones, trees, noses; bottles, etc., etc.) are 
"signs of themselves" and, in this way, "self-reveal"? That is, by chance, 
wouldn't nature cease to be "nature", that is, self-revealing tautology, at the 
bottom of that abyss in which you leave our sensorial relationships with it 
sunk? Sensory relationships that constitute our psychophysical knowledge 
of natural reality, which is implemented according to the most 
UNDERLYING (but nevertheless INTERACTING) of codes? 

Now, since it is annoying to talk about God among secular people, let's at 
least limit ourselves to calling God, Brahma, and abbreviate it to B. 

The existence of B. (of a Vedic-Spinoz character) makes the statement 
«reality is a language» a statement that is no longer apodictic and 
unmotivated, but somehow sensible and functional: «reality is the language 
of B. .». 

Who does B. talk to? Let's say with Umberto Eco. (Who, having been 
very Catholic, I'm told is now a bit defensive about B.). Let's say that, at 
this moment, B. talks to Eco, using Jerry Malanga's hair as a sign, an 
ultimate sign. But what is the difference between Jerry Malanga's hair and 
Umberto Eco's eyes? They are merely two organisms of reality, which is a 
continuum without any solution of continuity: a single body, as far as I 
know. Jerry Malanga's hair and Umberto Eco's eyes therefore belong to the 
same Body, the physicality of the Real, of the Existent, of Being; and if 
Jerry Malanga's hair is an object that "self-reveals" itself as a "sign of itself" 
to the receptive eyes of Umberto Eco, it cannot be said that it is a dialogue, 
but a monologue that the infinite Body of Reality he does with himself. 


At this point we can also get rid of B.'s embarrassing notion (which I do 
without trauma, like someone who is secular without the religion, i.e. the 
dogma, of secularism), and simply say that "Reality speaks to itself": that 
«sema» speak to other «sema» in a single area where revelation and 
understanding, question and answer are the same thing (transmitting source 
and receptor are identified). 

You object to me that it is not possible that the "objects of reality" can be 
the second unit of articulation of the cinema. But you yourself teach me that 
codes can be interacting. I therefore do not see why the minimum unit of an 
Ur-code, 1.e. the cognitive code of reality, i.e. self-revealing objects, cannot 
become a minimum unit of another overlying code that is more cultural in 
the technical sense. 

And then you don't say it yourself (p. 49)? «And, from simplification to 
simplification, the structuralist's dream is, at the limit, to identify the Code 
of Codes, the Ur-code, which allows us to find similar rhythms and 
cadences (the same elementary operations and relationships) within of all 
human behavior, both cultural and biological." 

Why did you allow yourself to be shaken by this dream? Are you afraid 
of dreams? And why, if the structuralist can afford dreams, the semiologist 
cannot afford them? And what is the best way to identify the Ur-code, if the 
semiologist also wanted to dream, if not considering "reality as a language" 
(and not as a series of languages)? 

«This Ur-code — you add — would consist of the very mechanism of the 
human mind made homologous to the mechanism that governs organic 
processes.» So why do you stop every time (barely mentioning its 
existence) at a code of the perception that man-nature has of nature? 

Further on (pages 99-100) you say again: «...But the first warning to keep 
in mind, in semiological research, is that not all significant phenomena can 
be explained with the categories of linguistics». 

Therefore the attempt to semiologically interpret visual communications 
presents this interest: that it allows semiology to prove its possibilities of 
independence from linguistics. 

Finally, since there are sign phenomena that are much more imprecise 
than visual communication phenomena properly speaking (painting, 
sculpture, drawing, signage, cinema or photography), a semiology of visual 
communications could constitute a bridge towards the semiological 
definition of other cultural systems (those for example which bring 


everyday objects into play, as happens with architecture or industrial 
design). 

Magnificent! But why not take another step forward towards the total 
culturalization of physical and human reality, and examine much more 
imprecise sign phenomena, such as those of physical and human reality in 
its totality, i.e. "signs" (according to the terminology of Peirce)? 

Each of the definitions of the sign can correspond — you say — to a 
phenomenon of visual communication. For example, the "sign" corresponds 
to the portrait of Mona Lisa or the direct footage of a television event... 

Magnificent! But, again on the level of the direct psycho-physical 
cognitive relationship, a phenomenon of visual communication also does 
not correspond to the "natural sign" consisting of the Mona Lisa herself in 
flesh and blood (although now deceased), or to the Inter-Bologna match 
itself, played on the afternoon of one of the Sundays this November and 
unfortunately lost by Bologna due to a controversial penalty kick? Or do 
you want to relegate these "real signs" to the limbo of non-culturalizable 
nature? 

What were Leonardo's eyes or the eighty thousand pairs of eyes of the 
fans that Sunday if not the protagonists of a cognitive relationship with 
those "natural signs"? 

And then you yourself say it — seized by an unpredictable elegiac 
impulse: «While when, from the pink light spreading across the sky, I 
deduce the imminent rising of the sun, I already respond to the presence of 
a sign recognizable by learning»? 

It is B., it is B., dear Eco, who tells himself, through the pink sign of light 
and your watching eyes, that a new day is dawning. 

And at this level the Ur-code must be identified by semiologists. 


And so we have arrived - through the words themselves, which cite a 
stupendous intuition, but not taken to the extreme consequences (a General 
Semiology) of Morris - at the center of the question: «The portrait of a 
person is iconic up to a certain point, but it is not completely so, because the 
painted canvas does not have the structure of the skin, nor the ability to 
speak or move, which the person portrayed has. A cinematographic film is 
more iconic, but it is not yet completely so." So says Morris, and you note: 
«It is natural that, pushed to the extreme, a verification of this kind can only 
lead Morris (and common sense) to the destruction of the notion: “A 


completely iconic sign always denotes, because it is itself a denotatum”: 
which is equivalent to saying that the true and complete iconic sign of 
Queen Elizabeth is not Annigoni's portrait but the Queen herself (or a 
possible science fiction double of hers)». 

The truth is sneaky, cursed and brazen, it knows no brakes or one-way 
streets, it! You said it jokingly. In fact, each of us and each of the objects 
and events of reality "is an iconic sign of itself". Not only that, but you 
yourself have outlined a possible Saussurian cataloging of the thing, wittily 
appealing to science fiction: the "double" you speak of would be nothing 
other than the abstraction of the "living langue" deduced from the presence 
of the "living parole" constituted by the Queen Elizabeth herself! 

Even the language with which B. speaks to himself in a Spinozian way 1s 
therefore divided into «langue» and «parole»! 

And at this point I'll write down something in two lines, which would 
require an entire essay to be validated in the slightest, okay. 

If reality is a language, it cannot therefore be other than Saussurian in 
nature, because, despite the act of independence practically achieved by 
semiology with regards to linguistics, there is no possible "system of signs" 
that is not articulated in a abstraction — code (langue) and in concreteness — 
living (parole). So: let's take the Queen of England. The Queen of England 
exists only as an iconic symbol of herself in the context of "words", that is, 
in her psychological, physical, moral, personal, sexual, carnal concreteness: 
but from this one "deduces" a Queen of England, abstract, on the codified 
and codifying level of langue: here, the Queen of England, while always 
remaining an abstract "iconic symbol of herself", loses all intimate and 
unrepeatable concreteness, and becomes a public, social, personal data. The 
concrete person is therefore the iconic symbol of himself as "words"; 
instead the person in the abstract - that is, in social classifications - is the 
iconic symbol of himself as he "Ianguishes". What happens for living and 
conscious people like the two of us and the Queen of England also happens 
for beasts, things, events: living signs, sema. They too are figural symbols 
of themselves in concrete, in their non-interchangeable, but violently single 
physical presence; while they are figural symbols of themselves in the 
"langue" constituted by generalizations, classifications, genres, species, in 
short, everything that is general, public, etc. 

(1967) 


USE 


This letter remained in a fragmentary state. But I want to at least 
conclude the joke played on Eco. 

Therefore that "blond boy" presented at the beginning through the signs 
of the Italian written-spoken system, and therefore decoded according to the 
code of the latter, is neither a "blond boy" in reality, nor a "blond boy" on 
the screen . He is a «blond boy» on the stage. 

In the stratification of systems, the underlying system lends itself as 
material to the "double articulation" of the overlying system. The "blond 
boy" (or the Queen of England) could also be photographed, or painted, or 
sculpted. In short, it could be an iconic sign of itself within many systems 
of signs, each with its specific code. But he would never be codifiable in 
any of these systems of signs, if he were not first of all decodable in the 
system of signs of Reality as Self-Revelation or First Language, through his 
code which is therefore the Code of Codes. 

This does not naturalize the codes of culture (literature, cinema, 
linguistics), but, on the contrary, culturalizes nature: making the whole of 
living a conversation. 

January 15, 1971 


JOINT THEORY 


While a poet can be recognized from a "verse", it is not possible to 
recognize a director from a shot or a few shots: at least an entire sequence is 
needed. 

This is the empirical proposition with which the director recognizes in his 
own case the theory that defines cinema as essentially metonymic, in 
opposition to the essentially metaphorical character of poetry. 

This suggests a hypothesis: that is, that the double articulation of cinema 
does not consist - it is a discussion I make in discussion with myself - in the 
creative relationship between the shot and its objects (as minimal linguistic 
units, called "cinemas" by analogy with «phonemes»): but if anything in the 
creative relationship between the entire order of the shots and the entire 
order of the objects of which they are composed. 

In other words: both in the double articulation of the written-spoken 
language (word and phoneme) and in the hypothesized double articulation 
of the cinematographic language (shot and object), the "syntactic 
succession" is ignored, that is, the fact that the words and the shots they 
then arrange themselves over time, not only one by one, but also and 
especially in contexts, and that is where they make sense: and this is 
especially true for cinema. And therefore for the latter it is illicit to forget 
even for convenience and for a single moment its syntactic succession, the 
"great temporal span" in which only it finds its meaning: and it will rather 
be necessary to make this succession a "category" that remains as a concrete 
and operative element also in the reasoning of the double articulation 
(hypothesized, and observed, in the laboratory, as a concrete abstraction 
only for the single concrete shot and the single concrete objects of which it 
is composed). 

This is why, probably, research on "rhythmeme" is fundamental for 
cinema, as | had already suspected without ever delving into it further. 

The hypothesis is that cinema, as a language of art - or at least verified 
and experienced only as such - is a spatial-temporal language, and not an 
audio-visual one - unless at a first and material analysis. 


The audio-visual material would therefore be nothing more than physical, 
sensorial material, which acts as the body of a spatial-temporal language 
that would otherwise be purely "spiritual" or abstract. 

Let's take the shot of a Woman watching P.P.P. a Plain, in the field, then 
the subjective shot of the Total of the Plain in reverse shot. 

A first phase of linguistic (semiological) investigation would give us, 
according to my hypotheses already put forward for some time, a syntactic 
connection (of the subject-verbal predicate-object complement type), which 
I have called "vertical" because rather than being simply succession, 
continuously "fishing" in the background, in the matrix of sema which is 
the object world: the words that make up this elementary sentence - I have 
always maintained - arise from the double articulation (by analogy with the 
written-spoken language) of which the minimal units they are the 
«cinemas» that is the objects (objectively infinite) that belong to reality and 
that are included in the frame (in the P.P.P. of the Woman who looks, her 
features, eyes, nose, mouth, hair etc., part of her dress around around the 
neck, perhaps a strip of sky behind, with some clouds; in the Total of the 
Plain, the grass, the bushes, the sky, the cirrus clouds). I therefore have the 
possibility of identifying in these two shots which form a context and 
therefore a narrative succession: a lexicon (infinite, because the objects are 
infinite, unlike in written-spoken languages which have a finite number of 
terms), a grammar , a syntax — and also a prosody (if the camera stays still 
and cannot be heard, I will have a narrative prose; if it is held by hand, and 
makes abusive movements in describing Donna and Pianura I will have a 
syntagm of poetic language). 

All this to summarize what I have said elsewhere, and better. 

But now I must add the new hypothesis: everything I have described and 
analyzed linguistically and grammatically is nothing but an "appearance" in 
which another language and another grammar is "embodied", which in 
order to be, needs, like the spirit , to descend into matter. 

What matters is not the relationship between the shot (moneme) and the 
objects (cinemas) of which it is composed: a relationship, let's say, logical- 
semic; and what matters is not even the relationship of the shot with the 
other shot: a logical-syntactic relationship, let's say. 

What matters is the relationship of the order of the shots with the order of 
the cinemas, and the relationship of the order of the shots with the order of 
the shots. 


Let's see: the P.P.P. of the Woman is a space that has a relationship with 
itself, of fullness and emptiness: the fullness is the space of the woman's 
face; the void — or other space — is the bottom of the horizon, plain and sky; 
the Total of the Plain is also a space, but infinitely larger, although the 
frame has the same surface, is contained in the same screen; even in the 
space of this Total, however, various spaces are found in an internal 
relationship; the earth, the sky, the surfaces of things — grasses or bushes or 
rocks contained in the plain. This is a "secondary" relationship of spaces. 

But in the meantime we have noticed that - embodied in the elementary 
relationship between two framings - subject - verbal predicate - object 
complement - relationships of space take place and have life, mysteriously, 
like hovering spirits of another nature, in a dense network: relationships 
internal to the first shot, of a primary nature, relationships between the 
space of the first shot and the space of the second shot, again of a primary 
nature, relationships between the internal spaces of the second shot, of a 
secondary nature. 

The relationships (linguistic? grammatical? syntactic?) between these 
spaces which are like a language speaking through another language — a 
language of pure geometric abstractions which in order to live, like 
Frankenstein, adopt a body which in itself would be lifeless, brute material 
— such relationships, I say, are not imaginable if they are not experienced 
and thought about in a temporal order. 

The P.P.P. of the Woman lasts twenty seconds: the time for the conflict of 
the spaces within the frame to be perceived and to arrive at the objectivity 
of the phenomenon, understood and arranged. If the P.P.P. of the Woman 
lasts four seconds, the relationship between the spaces within the frame is 
completely different, 1t remains incomplete, open, unresolved, disturbing. 
The same thing applies to the second shot. 

But at this point the possibilities of relationships, that 1s, of rhythms, 
increase dramatically: the P.P.P. of the Woman can last the twenty seconds 
that we proposed as the first example, while the Total of the Plain can last 
the four seconds that we proposed as the second example; or the opposite, 
the P.P.P. Queen's Total can last four seconds and Plains Total can last 
twenty seconds. 

Or again: both the P.P.P. of the Woman and the Total of the Plain last one 
second each; or: either the P.P.P. of the Woman and the Total of the Plain 
last half an hour each. 


Practically the temporal relationships are infinite, and therefore the 
meanings of the spatial relationships are infinite. 

If I were a computer I could make a table - in which the spatial 
relationships were indicated by small squares and the temporal relationships 
were indicated by segments - in which the entire picture of the semantic and 
expressive possibilities of the narrative relationship of that Woman with that 
woman could be graphically represented. Plains. 

The "rhythmeme" would be, in this table, a "monstrum", that is, an 
amphibious space-time entity. 

An entire film could be transcribed graphically, using the geometric sign 
chosen to indicate the aforementioned monstrum, the rhythm. 

This graph would ultimately be an overview of the durations of the 
individual shots and the ratios of these durations from shot to shot. 

The editor attaches the shots to each other with "joints": it is in this 
incalculably minimal fraction of time that the "negative durations" should 
be calculated, i.e. those that are not there; neither as an audio-visual 
material representation, nor as a mathematical-rhythmic abstraction. In the 
convention of the infinitesimal duration of a junta, an even more 
infinitesimal real duration can pass; just as an immense duration can pass, a 
life, a century, a millennium. 

The rhythm graph therefore includes inclusions of space-time entities and 
exclusions of space-time entities. 

The former would constitute the graph of the existing audiovisual shots, 
while the latter would constitute the graph of the "joints", 1.e. of the 
"significant non-existent". 

I don't know if this second language, let's say, reducible to a geometric 
spirit, extremely rational on the one hand, almost spiritual on the other, 
could exhaust the language of cinema on its own, or if instead it presents 
itself as a kind of psyche, inseparable from the soma, and an integral part of 
it, which is not rhythmic but materially audio-visual. However, if it is true 
that the character of cinema is metonymic - outside of the prosody that 
concerns films as a metalanguage - one cannot fail to resort to an analysis 
that takes this into account not on an aesthetic but on a linguistic level: and 
not insert rhythm into cinema as its integral and essential element. 

(1971) 


THE REMA 


There are therefore at least three co-present ways of cinematic 
deciphering, and it is probably in the identification, abstraction and 
subsequent theoretical arrangement of this relationship that the most 
probable hypothesis of a "cinematic language" is founded. Let's observe 
these three co-present ways one by one. 


I. Awareness of the analogy with the physio-psychological code of reality 


A woman looks at a plain. The subject, verb and object of this action are 
decipherable in the same way in reality and in cinema. As "simple" 
spectators we don't look too subtle: we don't care that there is "a point of 
view" in the film, which is that of the author. We simply identify with the 
author, we live his vision: and, exactly where the camera is, we decipher 
what happens before our eyes. The camera in this case is very close to the 
woman (it is a P.P.P.): well, we are there, under the nose of this character, 
looking at her: and looking at her, we decipher her, asking ourselves 
questions: what is this woman doing here woman? Why is she so unhappy 
(or happy)? What are you looking for when looking far (or near)? etc. etc. 
The woman responds to us "as an iconic sign of herself", in the same way in 
reality and in cinema. The same goes for the plain. 

It is clear: in practice the fusion or confusion between the code of reality 
and the code of cinema is never total or totally achieved. Why? Because 
cinema does not exist in concrete terms: the "film" that I am watching exists 
in concrete terms: and therefore I never completely forget that I am faced 
with a fiction of reality, as a "reproduction". 

However, there is a case in which such "total fusion" is almost achieved; 
and there is a second case in which it is even achieved. 

The first case is that of television "direct broadcast". 

Here we are no longer faced with a "film": it is no longer a fiction. 

The Japanese viewers who witnessed the writer Mishima's karakiri 
deciphered this event using the code of reality. In cases like this, the total 
"fusion" between the code of reality and the code of the audio-visual 
language is only opposed by the fact that the point of view is forced: it is 
that of the camera, with which the spectator must necessarily identify the 
own. However, the judgment on the event and the previous live analysis is 
identical to that which a spectator would have formulated if he had been a 
"purely observer" bystander. 

The second case, the one in which the fusion between the code of reality 
and the code of the audio-visual language is completely achieved, occurs in 
the imagination. 


An action of imagined reality and an action of imagined audio-visual 
language are exactly the same. 

Imagining a woman looking at a plain in reality (in the imprecision of 
contours that our imagination always has) corresponds exactly to imagining 
such a woman looking at a "plain" in an audio-visual representation. 

I myself, as a director, when I imagine a scene or describe it in the 
screenplay, imagine it as if it were real, in a space-time "continuum" that I 
know that the "film" (not the cinema!) can never reach: I imagine only 
approximately the "shots" (as they will then be in the "film", and as they 
never are in the cinema!) skipping the "joints" that is, that fraction of a 
second corresponding to a blink of the eyelids, following which the eye 
opens onto another portion of space-time reality, as if the body had had time 
to turn over (or move elsewhere, perhaps to another country), or as if not a 
fraction of a second had passed there, but even a minute, or a year, or a 
decade. 

In imagination we decipher the "imagined reality" or an "imagined 
audiovisual representation" using the same code, because only in 
imagination can we, on the one hand, choose reality according to what its 
past will be, that is, according to that representation that reality becomes 
when it is finished, and, on the other hand, only in the imagination is that 
abstraction that is cinema realized sensorially (and very crudely). 

It is by following this FIRST WAY of deciphering cinema, that is, taking 
advantage of a single code that applies to reality and the system of audio- 
visual signs, that the spectator's participation in the action, his identification 
with the characters, etc. occurs. etc.: with all the associated 
phenomenologies of a psychological, sociological and ideological nature, 
through which the problem of cinema can be analyzed separately. 


II. Consciousness of an audio-visual code 


At this level of decipherment (combined with the first) we cease to be 
simple spectators. 

We are aware that, precisely, the code of reality and the code of the 
system of audiovisual signs coincide and that this coincidence is an element 
of the specific code of cinema. 

As for the characteristics of this specific code, which can be described 
and potentially made normative, see above «The written language of 
reality» with its outline of cinematographic grammar and syntax. 


III. Consciousness of a space-time code 


See the previous paragraph, «Joint theory». 

However, none of these three ways seems sufficient in itself. 

The first way, in fact - that of the awareness of the analogy with the 
physio-psychological code of reality - concerns cinema as "langue", pure 
conceptual hypothesis. 

The second way - that of the awareness of an audiovisual code - precisely 
because it is the most important in that it 1s specific, 1s also partial, and 
concerns cinema as "words", which otherwise would be inapplicable. 

The third way — that of the consciousness of a space-time code — 
concerns cinema as a metalanguage, with its ineffability, which it can 
simply make statistics through graphs of pure geometry. 

Therefore, I repeat that these three modes cannot but be co-present and 
any description of the structure of the language of cinema cannot fail to 
keep this in mind. 

Following these observations, here is what the graph of a shot could be: 
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The shot is therefore an inclusion: physio-psychological, audiovisual, 
spatio-temporal. 

The joints that attach it to the previous and following shots place this 
"inclusion" in relation to the other "inclusions", through a_ physio- 
psychological, audio-visual, and spatio-temporal "exclusion", implied in the 
joint itself. 


Splices are given only in films (paroles); in cinema (langue) they do not 
exist, just as they do not exist in reality, and just as they do not exist in the 
imagination (whether you imagine reality or imagine cinema, foreseeing or 
remembering). 

The film is a succession of physio-psychological, audio-visual and 
spatio-temporal «inclusions» and «exclusions», which obey a need for 
synthesis. 

Cinema and reality are instead continuities with neither exclusions nor 
inclusions (and so are "imagined" cinema and reality). 

The illusion of this continuity as succession (which is the main illusion of 
our senses) must however be maintained in the film, so that it can not only 
be understood, but conceived. 

Despite the joints that make it an "included stretch", the shot, both within 
itself and in relation to other shots, must obey the rules of succession; it 
must flow like reality and cinema (even imagined ones). It is a "rema": and 
in this definition we contemplate the co-presence of the physio- 
psychological trait analogous to that of reality (sema), of the audiovisual 
trait (cinema) and of the space-time trait (ritmema), according to the 
following graph: 


Sema eee successivita fisio-psicologica 
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(1971) 


TABLE 


The "underlying" languages, as I said in the "Code of codes", offer 
material or offer themselves in their totality, as elements for the units of first 
articulation of the "overlying" languages. It is certain, however, that the 
"underlying" languages offer their code as part, or element or model of 
decoding the "overlying" languages. 

We could — without the caution of specialists — venture the following 
TABLE: 


UR-CODE, OR CODE OF CODES OR CODE OF LIVED REALITY 

The man intent on life, caught up in pure pragma, continually deciphers 
the language of Reality: the barbarian faced with a beast is faced with a 
"sign" of this language: if it 1s an edible beast he kills it, if it is ferocious he 
flees etc.: eating, running away are other "signs" of that Language. Living is 
therefore an expression through pragma: and this expression is but a 
moment of the monologue that Reality has with itself regarding existence. 
In fact, both the beast eaten and the barbarian who eats it are part of the 
entire body of the Existent or the Real, physically without interruption. 


CODE OF OBSERVED (OR CONTEMPLATED) REALITY 

A man can be present at an action without experiencing it as an action: 
becoming a pure observer of it, either by necessity or by choice. In this case 
he experiences the action through contemplation of him. A man sees from 
afar a man killing another man: he witnesses the action, he stands out from 
it. Maybe he is not aware of the detachment (which is that of philosophy), 
however he lives the moment of consciousness, whereby Reality presents 
itself as Objectivity - with the consequent birth of values etc. etc. An 
important phenomenon in the decoding of Reality experienced through 
observation is the illusion of the linearity or succession of events, and, 
above all, the illusion that there are "traits" or "segments" of Reality. 


CODE OF IMAGINED (OR INTERNALIZED) REALITY 


The observed reality can be internalized and projected onto the screen of 
one's memory as a memory or as a prediction. The illusion of its objectivity 
to be possessed or conquered or modified or understood is accentuated; the 
illusion of its succession is accentuated (the before and after: the past to be 
evaluated, the future to be planned through nostalgia and daydreams etc. 
etc.). 

The code of Imagined Reality, compared to the two previous codes, 
provides for the possibility of "signs" deliberately deformed, artificial or 
bent according to one's design or will. 

While in the Code of Observed Reality there is the principle of what will 
be the code of philosophical jargon in the written-spoken language, in the 
Code of Imagined Reality there is the principle of what will be the code of 
artistic jargon in the written-spoken language . 


CODE OF THE REALITY REPRESENTED 

In certain cases the quality of the observer and the quality of the observed 
are "normalized" or "conventionalized": so that the observer becomes a 
spectator and the observed becomes an actor. The moment of life is 
experienced as a mutual spectacle. This demonstrates that there is no real 
dissociation between Expression and Representation. Even the barbarian 
who experiences Reality as pure pragma, in the act in which he decodes the 
beast, partly experiences reality as a representation: the beast in the bushes 
or on the grass is a spectacle. At the most recent stage of Reality as 
representation we find theater or scenic fiction: whose code could not exist 
without all the previous codes, in which its principles are found (in the act 
in which the spectator identifies with the actor deciphers the antagonist 
through the Ur-code, the code of lived Reality; in the act in which he is a 
spectator of the stage fiction, he makes use of the code of the Observed 
Reality, living it through contemplation; in the act in which he follows the 
succession of events, it uses the Code of Imagined Reality: the elements of 
philosophical and artistic nature, which are pertinent to the civil moment of 
theatrical representation, are, as we have seen, implicit in the last two 
codes). 


CODE OF EVOCATED (OR VERBAL) REALITY 
The barbarian sees the beast and kills it (Language of Action): a 
barbarian sees another barbarian who sees a beast and kills it (Language of 


Observation); a barbarian imagines — or dreams — himself seeing a beast 
and killing it (Language of Imagination). 

The barbarian discovers the oral (and then written - which will be a 
fundamental moment of self-awareness) language. Through this verbal 
language the barbarian tells another barbarian how he saw a beast and killed 
it. 

The characteristic of this code of the Verbal Language is to be "symbolic 
and conventional", and therefore to be absolutely special compared to other 
codes; but also that of being an "evocator". 

Only because it is evocative can it be a "currency of exchange": what is 
in common between the cipher and decipherer of verbal languages is not so 
much the verbal language, but the lived world. It is on the basis of the Ur- 
code and its first derivatives that I, listening to a symbolic system of signs, 
understand what is being said to me: those signs are in fact nothing but 
translations of other signs, and I must retranslate them. There cannot be a 
common language (communication) between two beings belonging to two 
different Realities: it would remain pure arbitrariness and convention, 
which would not evoke anything, that is, 1t would translate signs that are in 
turn incomprehensible. 


CODE OF REALITY DEPICTED 

To decode a painted or sculpted person or landscape we must resort to a 
code in which all the previous ones are present: indeed, while keeping in 
mind the serious and particular code of aesthetic decoding, when faced with 
an altarpiece with characters, objects, animals, trees, we quickly retrace the 
entire gradation of the codes listed above. The loss of mobility is nothing 
but a metrical restriction: in reality we feel those characters as fixed in time 
and space, but not without the principle of moving naturally in time and 
space: even the archetypes of the most specialized aesthetic enjoyment (the 
dark golden of the Madonna's skin, the evening dust spread over the entire 
scene, etc.) are found in the experience of Lived Reality, in the pragmatic 
and existential moment. Indeed, I would like to add: in Depicted Reality, 
that is, at the aesthetic level, we tend to summarize or metaphorize all the 
signs-meanings deciphered through the codes of previous languages. The 
Ur-Code for example serves to decode without not only the consciousness 
of the operation, but not even the shadow of consciousness: it is pragma 
that decodes pragma, and cipher and decipherer belong to the same Body 


that endlessly reveals itself by affirming and returning to claim to be. There 
is an identification in the Code of Experienced Reality convention between 
pragma and enigma. So much so that, at any linguistic level, pragma and 
enigma are always inseparable. The aesthetic moment normalizes this 
identification. 


CODE OF PHOTOGRAPHED REALITY 

It is a step backwards in the gradation of maturity that we are risking 
here, in a purely ideal sense. In front of a photographic "document" one 
regresses from the level of linguistic consciousness that determines the 
Code of Represented Reality and Depicted Reality; and the contingent of 
previous Codes prevails, above all perhaps that of Imagined Reality which 
tends to fix the succession of Reality, both Experienced and Contemplated, 
in segments, in fragments, in visions (photography is the extreme case). 
Photography is the extreme effort of the witness who tries to remember the 
detail of an action he witnessed without participating in it. It is then through 
imagination that we integrate the photograph with what it lacks, namely 
movement. 


BROADCAST REALITY CODE (AUDIO-VISUAL) 

The viewers who witnessed the casually "broadcast" death of the writer 
Mishima deciphered the event through the Ur-code and the code of 
Observed Reality. The peculiarity of the code of Transmitted Reality 
consists in the always potentially present awareness of the mechanical 
means of transmission and therefore of the irremediable distance from the 
observed action. But we are already at a level of «Parole» and not of 
«Langue»: we find ourselves in fact faced with a concrete «television 
broadcast», not the abstraction of television language. The latter is therefore 
theoretically even closer, to the point of essentially identifying itself, with 
the Language of Experienced Reality and with the Language of Observed 
Reality. In short, his code is essentially the Urcode (the Japanese writer 
really killed himself). 


CODE OF REPRODUCED REALITY (AUDIO-VISUAL) 

The same observations made for the Transmitted Reality could be made 
for the Reproduced Reality: accentuating in the latter the characteristics of 
"words" or "art language": while the Langue to be deduced abstractly from 


its concrete realizations fades into the "Langue » of Transmitted Reality, 
and therefore in the «Langue» of Experienced Reality: substantially its code 
is the Urcode, modified through the passage through the various phases of 
consciousness schematically aligned here. 

It should be noted that while NEVER have the Languages of Reality that 
is not only Experienced - and I am referring in particular to the aesthetic 
ones - made us think of a Code of Codes, and therefore of Reality as a 
Language, this instead happened through the consciousness of the 
Language of Transmitted Reality and Reproduced Reality. Like someone 
who sees himself for the first time in a mirror and realizes that he is always 
an image and not only in the mirror: not the significant "man", but the 
significant itself. 


USE 


The Code of Codes has a quality that belongs to it and which is not 
transmissible: that is, for any other derived code, Reality presents itself as 
succession and, moreover, as finiteness, while for the Code of Codes 
Reality is circularity and unlimitedness. The barbarian - noun sign - who 
through action - verbal sign - kills the beast - noun sign - in the absolute 
identification of pragma and enigma, lives Reality as Truth: Not only 
philosophical-religious Truth (that of all the great interpretations of the 
Real) but also scientific (the circularity of space and relativity of time). 

The barbarian does not need illusions to live, that is, to express himself. 
But from the moment he begins to experience reality as contemplation 
(from the first glimmer of it) and therefore invents its succession and 
spatio-temporality, he discovers history, that is, illusion. Which from that 
moment on he will always need, and will therefore base his inauthenticity 
on this, and only on this: first peasant and then petty-bourgeois alienation. 

(1971) 


FROM THE 1972 EDITION* 


About halfway through this book there is a deep division, which seems to 
split it in two. Between Civil War and the PCI for young people!! 
something so important has evidently happened that the two texts seem to 
have been written by two different authors. 

The italicized pages of Guerra Civile are certainly (along with those on 
Vanni Fucci) among the happiest of the book, the italicized verses of Il PCI 
ai youth!! they are certainly among the unhappiest. 

But that's not what matters; because, as for the real value of the two texts, 
the opposite could also be argued. Civil war does not cause scandal: it is the 
text of a person who writes deeply about a minority, but, precisely for this 
reason, it is as if he were addressing a small majority, a world: from which 
he knows he will obtain approval, while still meeting his expectations. 

On the contrary, the PCI for young people!! it is irreparably scandalous: 
the "pragmatic" truths - which are also prematurely and quite courageously 
contained therein - are unusable and ultimately provoke an opposite 
reaction. 

This irreconcilability - even psychological - which manifests itself so 
violently in the juxtaposition of Civil War and The PCI to young people!!, 
can actually be analyzed in any passage of Heretical Empiricism. 

The two people who wrote this book coexist in a single author, who 
slowly tends to make two lives of his ambiguity. However, giving up the 
extreme consequences of both of these lives. 

As a critic, this author is clearly divided into a man who experiences, 
who works and contemplates, and a man who 1s incapable of experiencing, 
who uses work as a drug, and who cannot refrain from intervening. Or: in a 
man who conformistically accepts references and hypocritical topoi, 
presumed to be in common with a reader who must be kept calm, and in a 
man angrily disconnected from everything, without any policy of alliances. 
Or again: in a man who accepts and lives the Marxist and even leftist right- 
thinking, as the active counterpart of the leisure to which he indulges with a 
certain scientific and professorial spirit, and a man whose disappointed 


idealism makes him annoyed by everything, to the point of almost assuming 
reactionary attitudes... 

It is this double nature that establishes the very similar structures of the 
essays of Heretical Empiricism. 

The optimism of the "first man", his good will, his good faith, his 
pioneering trust in others etc., allow him to approach problems with clarity 
and almost with amused and fervent detachment: so much so that, for the 
first three-quarters, each of these essays generally presents itself as quite 
flawless: it is through a series of observations, research, discoveries, etc. 
sincere and tested, that the author reaches - precisely at the end of three- 
quarters of the essay - the intuition that gives it meaning: for example, the 
birth of the national Italian whose guiding language is that of infrastructures 
rather than that of the literary superstructure ( in New linguistic questions); 
or the "equidistance" - from the material and also from himself as a relived 
character - (in Dante's Will to be a poet); or even the idea of cinema «as a 
written language of reality», or rather, «as a metalanguage whose linguistic 
code is reality itself understood as language» (throughout the Cinema 
section) etc. etc. 

But here at this point the "second man" intervenes to evade the 
conclusion, or to close on another problem (generally presented as broader 
and implicitly more important): bringing disorientation and_ failure; 
swamping the flow, sometimes so clear and full, of the speech. 

As with Trasumanar and organiser, here too 1968 is involved, a year that 
the fascists did not stop blessing for a long time; and as with Trasumanar 
and organizing the "division" that follows, it prevents the book from being a 
"product" (the only phenomenon that criticism is now capable of taking into 
consideration). More about this book - which, despite the lucid hysterical 
explosions, is generally dictated with the naivety of the peripatetic behind 
whose backs the schoolchildren elbow each other - I do not want to say 
other than that it is always doggedly about things, the most current ones (for 
example it, for example, can claim the merit of having inaugurated in Italy, 
as far as cinema is concerned, the use of semiological research): and yet it 
presents itself as desperately out of date. However, the author takes pride in 
this, corresponding to the contempt he has for his critical colleagues - 
almost all of them - whose inglorious gray hair and dishonored salt and 
pepper are prone to the inhumanity of the worst of the new generation . 
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* Now available in the volume The Gospel according to Matthew - 
Oedipus Rex - Medea, Garzanti, Milan 20064, respectively on pages 351 
and 321. 


«The narrative reasons). 


February 7, 1965. 
Things then got even worse than that. 
The only ones who can now intervene originally on problems concerning 


the dialect-language relationship are the experts: see for example the 
splendid essay by Avalle, in «This and more» n. 8. 


Wednesday 3 March 1965. 


«Il Giorno», March 1965. 


«Rebirth», 6 March 1965. 


All linguists working in industrialized Europe — even the phoneticians 
themselves, finally! — they had no sentimental, ideological and, in short, 
political experience of an oral language that was an integral part of their 
civilization, and that was purely oral, that is, 1t belonged to a historical 
world prior to theirs. With the "pure speakers" they generally behaved like 
lichen pickers: not to be evil once again out of exasperation and say that 
they behaved like colonialists with people of color. It is the fatal racism of 
the bourgeoisie, of every bourgeois. Moreover, the great linguistic research 
of the nineteenth century was contemporary with imperialist expansion. We 
know that linguists are always very good and sweet people (at most a little 
crazy: as De Saussure appears in an essay given to Palatina, n. 30 by 
Starobinsky: a De Saussure who looks a bit like Anteo Crocion1). 
Therefore, read these notes of mine as those of a fanatic Marxist. Now the 
great European bourgeoisies, that is, the great European industries, have 
radically changed their relationship with these "pure speakers": they use 
them as immigrants, to keep wages low, Lille and Cologne, Paris and 
London, are full of "speakers » Italians, Greeks, Spaniards, Algerians, 
Moroccans, blacks: who increase immensely in number every year. Their 
low wages are one of the reasons for the capitalist revival. What will be the 
results, in linguistics, of this new political relationship? Meanwhile, we 
have all the structuralist anthropology; in this Lévi-Strauss is the poet of 
low wages, just as Robbe-Grillet is the poet of monopolies... 


My essay "New linguistic questions" can be summarized with these 
words (pages 5-24). 


In Italy, Cesare Segre proposes the term «chronotope». 


«Comparison», n. 194, April 1966, in response to an intervention by 
Cesare Segre. 


Here «Intervention on free indirect discourse», page. 81. 


When I wrote this page Figon was not yet dead. 


We know that to understand the typical value of a novel, it is not 
necessary to read it all, reading just one page, or even a few lines, may be 
enough. 


Cf. pag. 167. 


I am speaking of the most exquisitely cinematic moment of the film, that 
is, the "audiovisual reproduction of reality" (in grammatical terms: the unit 
of first articulation of the cinematographic language 1s the im-sign, the unit 
of second articulation is cinema: a shot, that is, with all the objects that 
compose it). 


Where does it come from and how can we explain this "classicism", 
which is certainly the most absurd thing that can be preached about avant- 
garde writing? 

There are probably many reasons: I am of little interest in those of 
literary history, which tend to date the Italian avant-garde back to the early 
twentieth century: and in fact there classicism was explainable, as the 
avant-garde reaction was purely verbal and could not hide, from one critical 
gaze, his real cultural and mental structure. 

It positioned itself as anti-classicist in words, taking science against 
humanism (academic and traditionalistic) as its poetics: but science at the 
beginning of the century was still, in non-Marxist literati, a humanistic 
science. 

The truly new scientific spirit was not expressed through the avant- 
gardes, but through much deeper revolts (the desecrations of materialism 
and psychoanalysis), and through communist revolutions. 

It is no coincidence that the machine, not science, was already the true 
protagonist of the paleoavant-garde. And through the exaltation of the 
machine, science was mythologized: and therefore became humanistic 
again in the traditionalist and classicistic sense of the word. 

The neo-avant-garde repeats this phenomenon. It is technique, not 
science, that is the true protagonist of neo-avant-garde poetics (perhaps with 
sociology): and it is through the positive-negative exaltation of technique 
that science is mythologised. Furthermore, the great rebirth of the human 
sciences, in Europe and America, becomes in the theoretical writings of the 


avant-garde a kind of purely nominal nonsense: and words like 
structuralism or Jakobson become aestheticizing allusions. 


I insist on mentioning Sanguineti's name because he is the only one who 
knows in his heart (and he knows this because he will be able to continue) 
that the adventure is about to end. There will still be some conferences, in 
which idiotic and petulant young men will talk about anti-novel as if they 
were talking about Parma ham. Then the end: and whoever has some 
quality, even as an abbot, will be able to continue, while the others will fall 
into deserved silence, as on the yellowed groups of photographs of the 
hermetic poets at the café, or of squadristi: precisely in this way. 


Who can do it, tell me if this discussion can fall - perhaps through 
Sartrean existentialism - within the scope of phenomenological research. 
That is, if reality can also be considered in "flesh and blood" like the ego of 
this research. And if the "phenomena" cannot by chance be the great 
"syntagmatic" forms with which the language of reality is concretely 
expressed (or the "Prose of the world", as the title of a new book by 
Foucault that I have not read again). 


This is where the banality that "every true writer is by definition realistic 
derives its value. Only that there are writers (let's take Tolstoy) who have 
large and synthetic forms of reality to express, and therefore the means of 
their evocation are large and synthetic (syntagmatic). While there are other 
writers (let's take Pound) who have to express particular and obscure forms 
of reality (or of their feeling of reality, which is part of reality): and 
therefore they must resort to stylistically particular and obscure (violently 
formal) evocations. 


Editors of the magazine «Cinema e film», whose first issue is about to be 
released these days. 


Marx's old and just condemnations are still repeated regarding anarchy. 
But what did Marx indicate as the final goal of the revolution? The 
annulment of the State, through the destruction of the institutions on which 
it was based (e.g. the family) and complete decentralization. This did not 
happen. So if Marx was right to get angry at people, nice but actually a little 
crazy, who competed with him in his work of destroying state power - a 


communist official has absolutely no reason to get angry anymore. Indeed, 
condemning anarchy today - when centralism of power and bureaucracy are 
triumphant in communist countries - sounds ridiculous and disastrous. 


«Paese sera», Friday 18 November 1966, in response to a reader's letter. 


«New Topics», n. 10, April-June 1968. 


This confusion probably depends on the fact that while monemes consist 
of a reproduction of reality, their rhythms, 1.e. their relationships, are not: 
everything in cinema is reproduced from reality, but not the rhythms which 
coincide only by chance with the real ones . It is therefore in the rhythms, 
i.e. in the editing, that we can speak above all of the arbitrariness and 
conventionality of the language of cinema. 


«Cinema and Film», A. I, n. I, Winter 1966-67. 


Cf. above. 


1 1967. 


«Rebirth», n. 33, 25 August 1967. 


«Black and White», issue 3/4, March-April 1971. 


«Black and White», issue 3/4, March-April 1971. 


How does the decipherer fit into the "world as a language to be 
deciphered"? The latter is external by definition; but the decipherer 
possesses a body, and it is in it that he lives the world by internalizing it. 
The internalized world is nothing but the equivalent of the non-verbal, that 
is, the synthesized experience of a continuous and concrete decipherment. 
The "thought language" (i.e. neither written nor spoken) has an equivalent 
in imagined or dreamed objects. But de hoc satis. 


Including contemplation, whose main vehicle is language: not so much 
the instrumental language, which is inherent to that pragmatic relationship, 
but the mostly written and "thought" philosophical language - which is 
however, ultimately, also pragma (for a Marxist historicist who does not 
believe in the other "dimension"). 


From an epistolary interview with S. Arecco (Filmcritica, March 1971). 


«New cinema», n. 201, September-October 1969. 


«Notes for a semiology of visual communications» (Bompiani 1967), 
«The absent structure» (Bompiani, 1968). 


«New Topics», n. 20, October-December 1970. 


It is a conference of filmmakers in Assisi. 


Bompiani, 1967. 


It's commonplace. 


See «The written language of reality» and all my other writings on the 
subject. 


C.s. 


* The hardback edition of April 1972 carried this unsigned text, but 
written by Pier Paolo Pasolini, on the flaps of the dust jacket. 


